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City of San Jose 

Coyote Valley Specific Plan 
 
 
COUNCIL’S VISION AND EXPECTED OUTCOMES 
 
1. The plan will include Central and North Coyote for land planning and will include 

South Coyote in the infrastructure financing mechanism only. South Coyote 
(Greenbelt) is included only to determine financing and other mechanisms to secure 
this as a permanent Greenbelt. 

 
2. The line (Greenline) between Central and South shall not be moved. 
 
3. The line between North and Central could be erased to allow for mixed-use 

throughout as long as 25,000 housing units in Central and 50,000 jobs in North 
remain as a base. Then, jobs can be added in Central Coyote and housing in North 
Coyote to achieve mixed-use or develop a property owner agreement to "trade" jobs 
and housing counts to achieve mixed-use goal. 

 
4. The overall development character of North and Central Coyote Valley should be 

very urban, pedestrian and transit-oriented community with a mixture of housing 
densities, supportive businesses and services and campus industrial uses. 

 
5. The Specific Plan should plan for the extension of light rail and heavy rail into 

Central Coyote and use these facilities to orient development. 
 
6. We shall maximize efficient land usage; i.e., the 25,000 units and 50,000 jobs are both 

minimums. In North and Central Coyote combined, the total development potential 
is at least 50,000 jobs and at least 25,000 housing units. Through the Specific Plan 
process we shall determine the distribution of that potential across north and south, 
including mixed-use concepts. 

 
7. It will be important to distinguish that the 50,000 jobs referenced are primarily 

industrial/office jobs, not the additional retail support or public/quasi-public jobs (e.g., 
City workers) that must also be accommodated in the Plan area for a vibrant, mixed-
used, urban community. 

 
8. Identify locations for public facilities (libraries, parks, schools, etc.) in the land use 

plan as well as include these facilities in the financing plan. 
 
9. North and Mid-Coyote should contain a rich system of parks, trails, and recreation 

areas. 
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10. The identification of financing measures for the needed capital improvements to 

support the planned levels of development. 
 
11. The plan must be financially feasible for private development. 
 
12. The plan must develop trigger mechanisms to ensure that increments of housing may 

not move forward until the appropriate number of jobs are constructed in a parallel 
timeline to maintain a jobs/housing balance in Coyote Valley. 

 
13. The Task Force should review the potential to utilize "sub-regions" of the valley that 

will incorporate jobs and housing that can move forward when the subregion has 
ability to finance the appropriate infrastructure. Residential projects will be issued 
building permits in parallel with the development of jobs when either the projects are 
purely mixed-use in their construction or the jobs and housing are constructed 
simultaneously. 

 
14. The plan should seek mechanisms to facilitate the permanent acquisition of fee title 

or conservation easements in South Coyote. 
 
15. The plan should allow for the current General Plan budget triggers to be changed to 

triggers based upon the Valley or its sub-regions jobs and housing revenues covering 
the General Fund cost of services. 

 
 
The plan shall include a requirement that will mandate 20 percent of all units be "deed- 
restricted, below-market-rate units. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
\\Pbce005\CoyoteValley_SpecificPlan\CVSP Plan Development\LandPlanning_UrbanDesign\Conceptual 
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COYOTE VALLEY PLANNING EFFORT IS UNDERWAY

San Jose made smart growth decisions for

Coyote Valley more than two decades ago

requiring balanced development that would

benefit San José and the region. In 1984, the

City’s Horizon 2000 General Plan designated

North Coyote Valley for industrial office

development to ensure a stable economic

base and new jobs. Central Coyote Valley

was designated an “Urban Reserve”,

primarily for future residential and mixed

use development, to ensure an adequate

supply of housing to serve the jobs. Finally,

South Coyote Valley was designated as 

a “greenbelt” separating San Jose from

Morgan Hill to create a non-urban buffer

between the cities. The General Plan 

recognized Coyote Valley’s relative isolation

from the rest of San Jose, and directed

future development to be in the form of a

“balanced, independent community with

jobs, housing, retail and community facilities,

schools, parks, other community services,

infrastructure and public transit—in effect

a “new town.” The long-standing General

Plan vision for Coyote Valley, affirmed in the

Council’s Vision and Expected Outcomes for

the specific plan in August 2002, includes

creating 50,000 jobs and at least 25,000

homes (20% affordable) in Coyote Valley,

and providing a mechanism for permanently

protecting the “greenbelt” character of the

southern portion of Coyote Valley.

The plan for Coyote Valley

is to have a unique,

vibrant, balanced 

community of at least

50,000 jobs and 25,000

housing units.

Land Use Planning 
in Coyote Valley

A  B R I E F  H I S T O R Y

INSIDE
A map of the
Coyote Valley
Specific Plan

C O M M U N I T Y  O U T R E A C H  B U L L E T I N

In August 2002, the Mayor and City
Council initiated the preparation 
of a specific plan for Coyote Valley.

The Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) area consists

of 7,000 acres of mostly undeveloped land in the

southern reaches of the City of San Jose. The CVSP

area is generally bounded by Tulare Hill to the north,

Highway 101/foothills to the east, the City of Morgan

Hill to the south, and the hills to the west. It is divided

into three sub-areas: North, Mid (or Central) and

South (see Brief History of Land Planning in Coyote

Valley for more information).

The City is excited about the opportunity to

establish Coyote Valley as a model for “smart growth”

planning in the state and throughout the country.

The City’s overall vision for Coyote, as stated in the

General Plan, is a unique, vibrant, balanced community

(or “new town”) of at least 50,000 jobs and 25,000

housing units, where people will live, work, learn 

and play. The land uses should be sensitive to the

environment and well connected through a rich 

network of open spaces, trails, bicycle paths, roads,

and transit.

The urban design approach for Coyote Valley

focuses on the guiding principles of a sustainable,

transit-oriented, walkable community, containing a

mix of uses that is efficient in its use of land. The urban

community should be highly livable, pedestrian and

co n t i n u e d  i n s i d e
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transit friendly with a variety of housing types (including 20% affordable

housing and opportunities for homeownership), schools, parks, commercial

centers, job centers, and other community services. Specifically, the goal is

to prevent the continuation of “urban sprawl” that has typified residential

and office/industrial design in much of the Bay Area. Development will

be confined to North and Mid-Coyote so that the rural and open space

character of the southern Coyote Greenbelt and the surrounding hillsides

can be permanently protected.

The twenty member Task Force, under the

leadership of co-chairs Mayor Ron Gonzales

and Council member Forrest Williams, was

appointed by the San Jose City Council 

on August 20, 2002 with the initiation of

Coyote Valley Specific Plan process.

The Task Force is charged with guiding

the preparation of a comprehensive and

practical plan for the future of Coyote

Valley. The Task Force held its first meeting

on September 10, 2002. The Task Force is a

volunteer, diverse, and broad-based group

including experienced planners, labor 

representatives, seniors, schools, parks and

open space advocates, developers, long-

time property owners and others.

As an advisory body to the Council, the

Task Force’s primary role is to make specific

land use, environmental protection, public

facilities, infrastructure, financing and other

recommendations for the Specific Plan.

A complete roster can be found on the

Coyote Valley Specific Plan website at

www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/. The Task

Force meets monthly and the meetings are

open to the public. A list of meeting dates

and times can also be found on the website.

Coyote Valley Specific
Plan Consultant Team
The City of San Jose has selected a team 

of highly qualified consultants led by the

prestigious land planning/urban design

team of The Dahlin Group/Ken Kay Associates

to design a unique plan for Coyote Valley.

This impressive team of award winning

national and international urban designers

brings broad experience and ideas to the

challenges facing us in Coyote Valley, and

includes (near right column):

COYOTE VALLEY PLANNING EFFORT IS UNDERWAY Who is the Coyote 
Valley Task Force?

C O Y O T E  V A L L E Y  S P E C I F I C  P L A N
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Dahlin Group is a nationally recognized urban designer/architect with

significant experience designing residential projects in mixed urban and

non-urban environments.

Ken Kay, an urban designer/landscape architect, is an original member of the

Congress of the New Urbanism, a movement focused on building sustainable

communities. Ken has designed facilities for major employers in Silicon

Valley and is well recognized for creating environmentally sensitive plans.

Crawford, Multari & Clark Associates is a renowned expert in form

based zoning for mixed-use communities.

James K. M. Cheng Architects is well known for mid- and high-rise 

residential development in Vancouver, British Columbia and brings an

international perspective to Coyote Valley.

Development Design Group, based in Baltimore, Maryland, specializes 

in unique retail and mixed-use centers.

In addition, the following technical consultants have been retained to

provide technical assistance to the land planning/urban design team:

Economic and Planning Systems—Economic, fiscal, market and financial

feasibility analyses.

David J. Powers and Associates—Preparation of Environmental Impact

Report.

HMH Engineers—Infrastructure and Civil Engineering.

Schaaf & Wheeler—Hydrology.

Wetlands Research Associates—Biological Resources.

Hexagon—Transportation.

Lowney Associates—Hazardous Materials.

Basin Research Associates—Archaeology and Historic Resources.

Engeo—Geology and Soils.

Apex Strategies—Facilitation at Community Workshops and Outreach.

The Coyote Valley 

Specific Plan Task Force 

and more than 150 

community members loaded 

into three buses on Saturday, March 13

to spend the morning touring the plan

area. Led by the urban design team of

Dahlin Group/KenKay Associates, the

group toured the major features of the

Coyote Valley and discussed several 

key areas of interest. After the tour,

the community members shared their

impressions of what they had seen.

Specific Plan? The Coyote Valley Specific Plan is a prerequisite to to any development in the Coyote Valley

Urban Reserve, and as such is a critical component of San Jose’s future. Consistent with state law, the Coyote

Valley Specific Plan process includes the ability to plan land uses in detail in terms of location and intensity,

determine transportation, infrastructure and community services, formulate financing and implementation

programs, and phase the implementation of any of the plan elements as necessary. The process also includes

the participation of affected jurisdictions, property owners, developers, and other community and regional

stakeholders. As with any major planning effort, an Environmental Impact Report is also required.

These observations laid the 

groundwork for the afternoon’s

group visioning session.

The group visioning and

community input session covered a

wide range of topics including urban

ecology (how people and the built and

natural environments work together); road

and transit systems and infrastructure;

public spaces and gathering places;

and neighborhoods and work places. In

addition, the community and Task Force

members were asked to give the design

team feedback on a variety of images

ranging from housing densities, office

buildings, and types of retail centers 

to park and open space features. The

design team kept a record of individual

likes and dislikes which are guiding them

during development of preliminary

design concepts for the plan.

A summary of this public input as

well as the full presentation materials 

is available on the Coyote Valley 

Specific Plan website at:

www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/.

Field Trip

One stop on the field trip was the construction site for

the intersection of Highway 101 and Bailey Avenue,

which could become Coyote Valley’s main street.

Specific Plan? The Coyote Valley Specific Plan is a prerequisite to to any development in the Coyote Valley

Urban Reserve, and as such is a critical component of San Jose’s future. Consistent with state law, the Coyote

Valley Specific Plan process includes the ability to plan land uses in detail in terms of location and intensity,

determine transportation, infrastructure and community services, formulate financing and implementation

programs, and phase the implementation of any of the plan elements as necessary. The process also includes

the participation of affected jurisdictions, property owners, developers, and other community and regional

stakeholders. As with any major planning effort, an Environmental Impact Report is also required.



Why Plan for Coyote Now?
The Coyote Valley Specific Plan will undoubtedly be
one of the most ambitious and exciting planning
opportunities ever undertaken in California. The City
Council would like to see the Coyote plan become
a model of sound planning and responsible growth
for cities throughout the state and the country. The
Coyote Valley Specific Plan is a critical component
of San José’s future, and it is important that we 
do it right. This includes involving all the affected
stakeholders and adhering to essential principles
of smart growth, balanced development, and
greenbelt protection. This is the right time to
begin the Coyote Valley planning effort, so that
when the need for growth occurs, San Jose will 
be ready with a plan in place to guide the creation
of a unique new community based on exemplary
urban design and environmental sustainability.
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?Q U E S T I O N  O F  T H E  M O N T H

What are your ideas for the future 

Coyote Valley community?

C O N T A C T  U S

For questions, comments or to give input please 

contact:

Sal Yakubu, Principal Planner, City of San Jose 

phone (408) 277-4576 

e-mail salifu.yakubu@sanjoseca.gov

Or our Outreach Consultant, Eileen Goodwin,

at (408) 309-1426.

Detach here and mail or fax

What are your ideas 
for the future Coyote

Valley community?
Please jot down your thoughts along with 
your name, address, etc., then return this 

postcard or fax to (408) 277-3250.

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

Name ____________________________________________

Address __________________________________________

City __________________________ Zip ________________

Phone ____________________________________________

Fax ______________________________________________

E-mail ____________________________________________
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How is the Community included in the Planning Process?
The City is committed to involving the community

fully in the planning process for Coyote Valley by

establishing a thorough and open process that

provides numerous opportunities and venues 

for community input. In particular, the City has

established a series of Community Workshops 

at key points in the planning process to which

everyone is encouraged to attend. In addition,

the public is also invited to attend and participate

in all Task Force meetings. Once the Task Force

makes its recommendation on a draft Specific

Plan, public hearings will be held by various City

Commissions including the Planning Commission

prior to Council consideration in December 2005.

A calendar of all meetings can be found at

www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/.

Topics for Future Community Meetings

May 15, 2004 Community Workshop, Southside Community

Center; Community input on urban design concepts and 

choices for creating the basic urban form in Coyote Valley 

June 12, 2004 Community Workshop; Community input on

three alternative design concepts.

August 14, 2004 Community Workshop; Discussion of 

technical analyses of three alternative design concepts, and

community identification of a preferred alternative design.

City of San Jose Planning Dept.

801 N. First Street, Room 400

San Jose, Ca. 95110

First Class
U.S. Postage 

P A I D
San Jose, CA
Permit 180
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The plan for Coyote Valley is to have a

unique, vibrant, balanced community of at

least 50,000 jobs and 25,000 housing units.

2
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?Q U E S T I O N  O F  T H E  M O N T H

Do you think the Strategies and Building Blocks

for the new Coyote Valley community explained in

this newsletter are heading in the right direction?

C O N T A C T  U S

For questions, comments or to give input please 

contact:

Sal Yakubu, Principal Planner, City of San José 

phone (408) 277-4576 

e-mail salifu.yakubu@sanjoseca.gov

Or our Outreach Consultant, Eileen Goodwin,

at (408) 309-1426.

Who is the Coyote Valley Task Force?
The twenty-member Task Force, under the leadership of co-chairs Mayor Ron Gonzales

and Council Member Forrest Williams, was appointed by the San José City Council.

The Task Force is charged with guiding the preparation of a comprehensive and

practical plan for the future of Coyote Valley. As an advisory body to the Council,

the Task Force’s primary role is to make specific land use, environmental protection,

public facilities, infrastructure, financing and other recommendations for the

Specific Plan. A complete roster can be found at the Coyote Valley Specific Plan

website at www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/. The Task Force meets monthly and

the meetings are open to the public. A list of meeting dates and times can also be

found at the website.

Contact us: For questions, comments or to give input please contact Sal Yakubu,

Principal Planner, City of San José, at (408) 277-4576 or salifu.yakubu@sanjoseca.gov,

or our Outreach Consultant, Eileen Goodwin at (408) 309-1426. You may also visit

the Coyote Valley Specific Plan website at: www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/.

Topics for Future Community Meetings
June 12, 2004 Community Workshop: Interactive 

community workshop on three alternative design concepts.

Detach here and mail or fax

What are your ideas 
for the future Coyote

Valley community?
Please jot down your thoughts along with 
your name, address, etc., then return this 

postcard or fax to (408) 277-3250.

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

Name ____________________________________________

Address __________________________________________

City __________________________ Zip ________________

Phone ____________________________________________

Fax ______________________________________________

E-mail ____________________________________________

City of San José Planning Dept.

801 N. First Street, Room 400

San Jose, CA 95110

C O M M U N I T Y  O U T R E A C H  B U L L E T I N

First Class
U.S. Postage 

P A I D
San Jose, CA
Permit 180

On Saturday, May 15th, 2004, approximately 120

community members joined with the Coyote Valley

Specific Plan Task Force to give input to the Coyote

Valley Specific Plan staff and consultant team on

the strategies and building blocks for creating a

new and dynamic community in Coyote Valley.

The City is excited about this unique opportunity

to establish Coyote Valley as a model for “smart growth” planning and

development in California and the nation. The City’s overall vision for

Coyote, as stated in the San José 2020 General Plan, is a unique, vibrant,

balanced community of at least 50,000 jobs and 25,000 housing units,

where people will live, work, shop, learn, worship, and play.

At earlier workshops, community members stated their strong 

The Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) effort is undoubtedly one
of the most ambitious and exciting planning opportunities ever
undertaken in California. This is the right time to begin the planning
process for Coyote Valley, so that when the need for growth occurs

August 14, 2004 Community Workshop: Discussion of

analyses of three alternative design concepts, and community

identification of a preferred alternative design.

San Jose will be ready with a plan in place

to guide the creation of a unique new

community that is based on exemplary

urban design and environmental 

sustainability. This planning effort

involves all interested and affected 

stakeholders (such as property owners) 

as well as broader community interests.

As depicted in the Evaluation Criteria

chart at left, the planning effort is currently

in the “unfiltered idea stage,” in which all

ideas are being explored. Once the three

alternative design concepts are developed

and discussed at the June 12th workshop,

then the technical consultants will evaluate

the alternatives by various criteria (including

environmental sustainability, cost, risk,

social equity, feasibility, , etc.) over the

summer.This evaluation, coupled with the

community input from prior workshops,

will be presented at a community workshop

in August, at which time the community

and Task Force will be asked to identify 

a preferred design alternative.

The preferred alternative will form the

basis for the development of the Specific

Plan, zoning regulations, design guidelines,

financing plan, and development phasing

schedule. An Environmental Impact Report

(EIR) will be prepared for the entire Specific

Plan package. Community workshops and

Task Force meetings will continue in 2004

and 2005, with public hearings before the

San Jose City Council in December 2005

for the adoption of the Coyote Valley

Specific Plan and related documents.

preference for land uses that are sensitive to the

environment and well connected through a rich

network of open spaces, trails, bicycle paths, roads,

and transit corridors. At the May workshop, they

expressed their vision for specific transit options,

road networks, water features, parks and open

spaces, and various building types and urban

forms. A summary of these workshops as well as the full presentation

materials are available at the Coyote Valley Specific Plan website at

www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/. In addition, the related story in this

newsletter (see Community and Task Force shape strategy for Coyote

Valley on page 2) summarizes the input and direction given to the

Specific Plan team.

Second Community Workshop Produces Preferences

U N F I L T E R E D I D E A S

Coyote Valley Specific
Plan Consultant Team
The City of San Jose has selected a

team of highly qualified consultants

led by land planning/ urban design

team of the Dahlin Group and Ken

Kay Associates to design a unique

plan for Coyote Valley. This 

professional team of award winning

national and international urban

designers brings broad experience

and ideas to the challenges facing us

in Coyote Valley. A complete roster of

the consultant team can be found at

www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/.
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What is the Coyote Valley
Specific Plan?
The Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) is a prerequisite
to any development in the Coyote Valley Urban
Reserve, and as such is a critical component of San
José’s future. Consistent with state law, the Coyote
Valley Specific Plan process includes the ability to
plan land uses in detail in terms of location and
intensity, determine transportation, infrastructure
and community services, formulate financing 
and implementation programs, and phase the
implementation of any of the plan elements as
necessary. The process also includes the participation
of affected jurisdictions, property owners,
developers, and other community and regional
stakeholders. As with any major planning effort,
an Environmental Impact Report is also required.
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At the May 15th community workshop

and the subsequent May 17th Task Force

meeting, the Coyote Valley Specific Plan

began to take shape. Some of the major

opportunities discussed by community

and Task Force members included:

•  Create the Coyote Valley community   

based upon an “environmental footprint,”

sensitive to the area’s unique natural 

features

•  Utilize and enhance the existing Fisher 

Creek and its habitat

How is the Community Included in the Planning Process?
The City is committed to involving the community fully in the planning process for Coyote Valley

by establishing a thorough and open process that provides numerous opportunities and venues

for community input. In particular, the City has established a series of Community Workshops at

key points in the planning process to which everyone is encouraged to attend. In addition, the

public is also welcome to attend and participate in all Task Force meetings. Once the Task Force

makes its recommendation on a draft Specific Plan, public hearings will be held by the Planning

Commission and City Council prior to the Council consideration of the Plan in December 2005.

A calendar of all meetings can be found at www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/.

Community members expressed a preference to

restore Fisher Creek to its “natural location” and 

were excited about the possibilities for a new water

feature and bio-swales. The Task Force members also

appreciated the opportunities to enhance the habitat

as well as provide flood control. It was recommended

that all three options for Fisher Creek (above) be 

pursued until permitting issues with regulatory 

agencies are sorted through.

Provide water features and 
greenways for detention,
bio-filtration and recreation

Retain existing Fisher Creek 
alignment and provide adequate 
setbacks for development; Introduce 
a second reach of Fisher Creek for 
flood control, environmental restoration,
and habitat enhancement

Realign Fisher Creek to its “natural
location” along the western hills 
of Mid-Coyote area; enhance 
wetlands, flood control, habitat
and recreational opportunities

Creating a Compact and
Sustainable Urban Ecology

(Enhancing the Natural Setting) 

The urban design approach for Coyote Valley focuses on the guiding principles

of a sustainable, transit-oriented, walkable community, containing a mix 

of jobs and housing that is efficient in its use of land. Specifically, the 

community and Task Force members discussed the merits of organizing 

the future Coyote Valley development around a transit “spine” versus 

a more dispersed system. Although there were many advantages for 

both systems, the ultimate 

direction to the Coyote

Valley Specific Plan staff and consultant team was to utilize the 

rail transit “spine” approach while allowing for a possible future 

addition of PRT or other network. In addition, the Task Force,

at its May 17th meeting, directed that a golf/electric cart style 

network be considered to support and provide additional 

linkage to the spine transit system so that future residents 

could walk, ride bikes or take a golf cart to the transit 

system and leave their cars at home.

A fixed route transit spine similar
to Valley Transportation Authority’s

(VTA’s) light rail transit system, but
with a more open-air design

Community and Task

Force members discussed

several options for future

road networks in Coyote

Valley and opted for the

Parkway system because 

it eliminates the need for 

multiple traffic lights and large

intersections while keeping 

the traffic moving through the

area. The elimination of the large

intersections was seen as a benefit 

to making the future community more

walkable. It was also noted that smaller

grids within the Parkway system do work

and make for charming neighborhood

streets that are easy to navigate on foot

and bike. As a result the Task Force, at its 

May 17th meeting, directed that the Project

Team pursue a combined approach of the

Parkway and Grid System for the street network.

New technology Personal Rapid 
Transit (PRT) Network with a 
fixed elevated skyway and 
individual compartments 
that could skip stops

City Standards High 
Volume Road Network 
similar to North San José

Grid System with wide 
arterial streets similar to 
San Francisco or Alameda

A Parkway system for the high volume
streets and grid for the low volume streets

A Parkway approach 
similar to Washington D.C.

W O R K S H O P W I S H E S

After considerable debate on whether San José could sustain an additional destination

retail area, the community expressed a desire to see a water feature (with some retail) 

as well as colleges, conference centers, recreational facilities and churches as initial 

building blocks for the future Coyote Valley. The community further expressed support 

for the concept of mixed-uses, particularly near the transit lines, and a continued 

consideration of a range of densities within the Plan area. These elements would 

create a unique sense of place. The Task Force, at its May 17th meeting, concurred 

with the community’s input.

Mixing densities and
heights of future 

development integrating 
office, retail, and 

residential uses 

Using a college or 
university as a “starter”

Establishing destination
retail or entertainment as a
“catalyst” for Coyote Valley

Creating a large water 
feature such as lake 
that would be used 

for recreation,
with shopping 

or dining at 
the edges

Creating a Pedestrian 
Friendly Road Network

Creating a Vibrant and Integrated Community Strategy 

Retain existing agriculture 
and open space

Create a Napa Valley- or South
Livermore-like agricultural lifestyle 

Explore Agricultural Land Trusts 

Utilize Contract Growers to 
re-establish farming

The community members and Coyote residents who attended 

the Workshop, were quick to point out that large scale agricultural

options were not economically viable. However, there was some

openness to the South Livermore model of combining agricultural

and residential uses. There was discussion related to the reasons for

the Coyote Greenbelt designation, and its implications for land use.

The Task Force, at its May 17th meeting, directed the consultant team

to continue to work with the community to plan for the future of

the area as a non-urban buffer between San José and Morgan Hill.

Greenbelt Strategies 

Creating a Pedestrian Friendly Transit Network 

Community and Task Force Shape Strategy for Coyote Valley
•  Link areas within the Coyote Valley with 

a transit system

•  Shape the road network around a 

“merge and loop” parkway system

•  Make the area come alive by starting 

with a “big idea”

Highlighted below are five strategies for

shaping the urban form in the future

Coyote Valley.
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The plan for Coyote Valley is to have a

unique, vibrant, balanced community of at

least 50,000 jobs and 25,000 housing units.
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?Q U E S T I O N  O F  T H E  M O N T H

What do you think about the key elements 

in the concept variations presented in 

this newsletter?

C O N T A C T  U S

For questions, comments or to give input please 

contact:

Sal Yakubu, Principal Planner, City of San José 

phone (408) 277-4576 

e-mail salifu.yakubu@sanjoseca.gov

Or our Outreach Consultant, Eileen Goodwin,

at (408) 309-1426.

Topics for Future Community Meetings
Saturday, August 14, 2004 Community Workshop: Discussion

of analyses of three alternative design concepts, and Task Force

and community identification of a preferred alternative design.

Detach here and mail or fax

What do you think about 
the key elements in the 

concept variations presented
in this newsletter?

Please jot down your thoughts along with 
your name, address, etc., then return this 

postcard or fax to (408) 277-3250.

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

————————————————————————

Name ____________________________________________

Address __________________________________________

City __________________________ Zip ________________

Phone ____________________________________________

Fax ______________________________________________

E-mail ____________________________________________

City of San José Planning Dept.

801 N. First Street, Room 400

San José, CA 95110

C O M M U N I T Y  O U T R E A C H  B U L L E T I N

First Class
U.S. Postage 

P A I D
San Jose, CA
Permit 180

August 2004 Task Force Meeting: Discussion of community

input from the Saturday workshop and identification of a 

preferred alternative design.

On Saturday, June 12th, over 130 community

members joined the Coyote Valley Specific

Plan Task Force to give input to the City staff

and consultant team on three draft concepts

for creating a new and dynamic community

in Coyote Valley.

At earlier workshops, community members

stated their strong preference for land uses

that are sensitive to the environment and well

connected through a rich network of open

spaces, trails, bicycle paths, roads, and transit

corridors. At the May 15, 2004 workshop, the

community and Task Force members expressed

their vision for specific transit options, road

networks, water features, parks and open spaces

and various building types and urban forms.

At the June 12th workshop, the community

had the opportunity to participate in a highly

interactive,“hands-on” approach to soliciting

input. The Dahlin Group/Ken Kay Associates

design team presented three different variations

for approaching the key “urban form”elements

of the plan, highlighting differences in the

environmental footprint, transit design,

roadway systems, and focal water features such

as a large lake, series of smaller lakes, or canals.

Participants divided into smaller groups

and had round table discussions on key design

issues. They worked with plans, pictures and

even a scale model as a means of exploring

different design alternatives.

Key questions that are being raised are:

how to accommodate the traffic impacts of

the CVSP as the community grows, how to

deal with water and flood control issues, what

the full presentation materials are available

on the Coyote Valley Specific Plan website at

www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/. In addition,

the related story inside summarizes the input

and direction given to the Specific Plan team.

environmental sustainability, fiscal impacts,

school needs, risk, and social equity.

Community and Task Force input resulted 

in additional factors being included in the

analysis: traffic impacts, walkability, potential

for positive health benefits, phasing, and

equitable cost sharing among property owners.

The results of this comprehensive analysis

will be presented to the community and 

the Task Force in August. At that time, the

community and Task Force will be asked to

identify a preferred alternative for the plan

that will become the focus of a complete

Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Specific

Plan, zoning regulations, and design 

guidelines. Preparation of these documents

is expected to take about a year.

In September, the San José City Council

will select a preferred alternative following

the Task Force recommendations and 

community input.

The City of San José has selected a team of

qualified consultants led by the land planning/

urban design team of The Dahlin Group and Ken

Kay Associates to design a model community

for San José, the region and beyond, based on

“smart growth” planning principles. The City’s

goal is to create a community that is compact

in size, transit-oriented, walkable; contains a

mix of uses; and celebrates the rural character

and surrounding beauty of Coyote Valley.

During the summer, this professional team

of award winning, national and international

urban designers along with additional technical,

City and regulatory agency staff will further

analyze the elements of the three draft concepts

presented to the public and the Task Force.

The team will look carefully at the concepts

from a number of different perspectives,

including: economic (cost) feasibility, short

and long term market feasibility, technical

feasibility, regulatory feasibility, long term

Community Process Timeline
The preferred alternative will form the basis for the development

of the Specific Plan, zoning regulations, design guidelines,

financing plan, and development phasing schedule. An

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared for the

entire Specific Plan package. Community workshops and Task

Force meetings will continue in 2004 and 2005, with public

hearings before the San José City Council in December 2005

for the adoption of the Coyote Valley Specific Plan and 

related documents.

Contact us: For questions, comments or to give input

please contact Sal Yakubu, Principal Planner, City of San José,

at (408) 277-4576 or salifu.yakubu@sanjoseca.gov, or our

Outreach Consultant, Eileen Goodwin at (408) 309-1426.

You may also visit the Coyote Valley Specific Plan website 

at: www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/.

THE PLANNING PROCESS: WHAT’S NEXT?

Third Community Workshop Goes Hands-On

are the costs, how receptive are the regulatory

agencies to these ideas, what are the regional

impacts, and what types of uses should be

allowed in the south Coyote Greenbelt.

A summary of these workshops as well as
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What is the Coyote Valley
Specific Plan?
The Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) is a 
prerequisite to any development in the Coyote
Valley Urban Reserve, and as such is a critical
component of San José’s future. Consistent with
state law, the Coyote Valley Specific Plan process
includes the identification of land uses in terms
of location and intensity; determination of 
transportation, infrastructure and community
services; and formulation of realistic financing,
phasing, and implementation programs. The
process also includes the participation of affected
jurisdictions, property owners, developers, and
other community and regional stakeholders. As
with any major planning effort, an Environmental
Impact Report will also be prepared.
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S H A P I N G  S T R AT E G Y  S P E C I F I C S

A  s u m m a r y  o f  t h e  w o r k s h o p ’ s  i n p u t  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  f u l l  p r e s e n t a t i o n  m a t e r i a l  i s  a v a i l a b l e  o n  t h e  C o y o t e  V a l l e y  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  w e b s i t e  a t  w w w . s a n j o s e c a . g o v / c o y o t e v a l l e y /

At the June 12th community workshop 

and the subsequent June 14th Task Force

meeting, the Coyote Valley Specific Plan

began to take shape. Some of the major

ideas discussed by community and Task

Force members included:

and focal point for the plan is 

very popular.

The community also liked the

idea of creating soft and hard edges

to the lake to accommodate a

variety of passive and active

recreational uses.

There is a desire to make the

internal rail transit system reach

into as many of the neighborhoods

as possible, either through a loop,

spoke or a spine system.

The community and Task Force

prefer restoring Fisher Creek to

its more natural, historic location

over other alternatives despite

the potential for regulatory issues;

Monterey Road needs to be

slower and easier to cross than it

is today (i.e., a parkway feel) to

access the regional open space

and trail system and integrate the

area east of Monterey to the larger

From the start, create the Coyote

Valley community based upon 

an “environmental footprint,”

preserving and integrating the

area’s unique natural features

(creeks, wetlands, trees and hills).

Use and enhance Fisher Creek

and its habitat.

Link areas within the Coyote Valley

with a fixed rail transit system.

Shape the road network around

a “merge and loop” parkway 

system combined with a grid 

system for local streets.

Make the area come alive by

starting with a “big idea” such 

as a large lake.

Mix retail, office and housing uses

to create a dynamic, synergistic

community core.

Working from three different 

concept plans, community and

Task Force members gave input

related to many of the specifics 

of these ideas. Highlighted here 

is some of the feedback. The

placement of the water features,

the alignment of Fisher Creek, the

location of the community core

area, and the placement of the

parkway and transit system 

were considered, questioned 

and debated.

The idea of a creating a large

lake as a  “place making” feature

Neighborhoods should be easily

accessible to the community core

through walkways, bike paths,

transit, or roads.

Every effort should be made

to provide diverse services (such

as shopping, schools, libraries,

senior services, etc.) within each

neighborhood to reduce the 

need for auto trips.

The Caltrain station and the

new internal transit system

should be connected under the

same roof at one “main station”.

The higher density areas should

be near the transit stations and

Caltrain station.

A bus network should also be

considered to provide access

throughout the community.

The existing neighborhoods

should be respected and the density

near those neighborhoods should

area to the west. The community

core area should be located near

Bailey Road near the new water

focal point.

High density and a mix of office,

retail and residential uses are

appropriate in the community

core area.

Common themes and direction

begin to emerge

The community and the Task Force

gave direction to the Planning

Team to work to define the 

neighborhoods and land use plan

respecting the following concepts:

The neighborhoods should be

distinctive, diverse and include

mixed-uses.

Each neighborhood should be

walkable and have a focal point

such as a park, school or other

public space.

be lower to buffer or transition to

other uses and densities.

The team should look carefully at

the cost of big ticket items, such as

the transit system, lake and Fisher

Creek realignment, to make sure

these “wish list” items are feasible.

The plan should look at the 

market feasibility of including

high-rise residential buildings in

the community core.

Direction Given to Pursue Parallel

Strategies for the Greenbelt

The Planning Team will work

throughout the summer with the

community to formulate a strategy

for the south Coyote Valley Greenbelt

area. The goal of this effort will 

be to retain a non-urban buffer

between the proposed development

in the north and mid-Coyote area

and the City of Morgan Hill.

The Team and community will

explore several different ways to

achieve this goal. These could

include acquisition or agricultural/

conservation easements for 

permanent open space, transfer

of development rights, potential

development of recreational uses

in the area, mitigation banking,

and development of a regulatory

framework.

City Staff has retained expert 

consultants to help develop 

creative techniques to achieve the

adopted goals for the Greenbelt.

Existing property owners as well

as open space and environmental

organizations and interested

agencies will have the opportunity

to participate in the development

of a land use strategy for this

important part of the CVSP.

VARIATION ONE VARIATION T WO VARIATION THREE

3

2

1

3

2

1

3

2

1

1 Spoke transit system

2 Retain existing Fisher Creek alignment and provide 
adequate setbacks for development; introduce a second
reach of Fisher Creek for flood control, environmental 
restoration, and habitat enhancement

3 This particular concept does not call for a lake

1 Loop transit system

2 Realign Fisher Creek to its “natural location” along 
the western hills of Mid-Coyote area; enhance 
wetlands, flood control, habitat and recreational 
opportunities

3 Year-round lake concept 

1 Internal transit system in a spine configuration

2 Provide water features and greenways for 
detention, bio-filtration and recreation

3 A lake and enhanced canal system
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 TO: COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN  FROM: Darryl Boyd 
  TASK FORCE 
 
 SUBJECT: PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS MATRIX  DATE: August 18, 2004 
         
 
The Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) Team is pleased to provide the Task Force with the 
Planning Considerations Matrix, which summarizes the results and recommendations of the 
technical reports, prepared in the fall and winter of 2003. The technical reports were prepared for 
the site analysis and background information upon which the alternative CVSP land planning 
concepts are based. The technical areas included in this matrix are biology, cultural resources, 
geology, hazardous materials, hydrology, and traffic.  
 
The purpose and intent of this Planning Considerations Matrix, or technical report summary, is to 
provide the Task Force with a reference for use during the remaining specific plan process. The Site 
Analysis column provides a summary of the existing environmental conditions for particular 
technical topics. The Planning Considerations column provides an initial conclusion on the degree 
to which a particular technical subject may affect the planning process. Recommendations for 
further review or consideration by the Task Force are also included in the second column.  
 
The Planning Considerations Matrix is intended to be a planning tool and is not an environmental 
document. The technical reports and this summary matrix are limited to an analysis of the existing 
environmental conditions for the CVSP project area. It does not include potential environmental 
impacts and mitigation measures. These will be included in the draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR), which will be prepared for the specific plan at a later date. We expect to begin DEIR 
preparation in early fall 2004, after the selection of a project description. 
 
Staff and consultants have been diligent in making this background information as accurate as 
possible, in order to facilitate the development of the best possible land planning alternatives for 
consideration by the Task Force. However, it must be stressed that this is preliminary information 
and data collection and analysis is an on-going task prior to the preparation of the DEIR. This 
technical information will be revised and updated as necessary for incorporation into the DEIR. 
 
 
 

 
Darryl Boyd, Principal Planner 

     Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
 
 
Attachment 
 
 

  



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN 
PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

City of San Jose 
Based on Technical Reports prepared in 2003, as amended 

 
 

SITE ANALYSIS  PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Special Status Plants 

 
Moderate potential for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) area to 
support non-listed, special status plant species. Rare plant surveys were 
conducted for Metcalf Canyon jewelflower, Most beautiful jewelflower, and 
Santa Clara Valley dudleya. 
     
 
Potential habitat for Santa Clara Valley dudleya and Metcalf Canyon 
jewelflower within Bailey Avenue-over-the-Hill area, which is included as 
part of the CVSP project. 

Special Status Plants 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• It is not anticipated that the presence of special status plant species 
will be a significant impediment to the CVSP planning process 
because special status plant species were not observed within the 
areas investigated. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Additional plant surveys should be conducted within identified areas 
of the CVSP area. 

Special Status Animals 
 

Birds 
 
Nesting Raptor habitat (which is protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act) is available in the riparian habitat, oak woodland, and isolated trees 
throughout the CVSP area.  Many special status songbirds are expected to 
breed on site.  Burrowing Owls have been found within the CVSP area.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Special Status Animals 
 
Birds 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The presence of raptors and songbirds within the CVSP area is not 
an impediment to the CVSP planning process with appropriate 
management techniques. 

• Provision for Burrowing Owl habitat within the CVSP area should 
be considered to offset the potential impacts to owls or loss of 
habitat from urban development. 

• Opportunities for mitigation should be considered within the 
Greenbelt, parks, and open space areas. 
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SITE ANALYSIS  PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bats 
 
Bats are expected to be present within the CVSP area.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reptiles and Amphibians 
 
The California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, and western 
pond turtle all utilize aquatic habitats similar to those found within the 
CVSP area.  Initial data indicates that sala manders breeding in ponds west 
of the CVSP area are estivating in the hills surrounding the ponds and are 
not traveling onto the Valley floor.  No frogs were identified during 
protocol level surveys conducted on accessible portions of the CVSP area.  
Western pond turtles are found within Coyote Creek. 
 

Recommendations for further review 
 

• The California Department of Fish & Game (CDFG) adopted 
Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines 
recommend breeding season surveys for the entire CVSP area. 

• Pre-construction (protocol level) surveys are recommended prior to 
development and mitigation measures should be included in the 
project to avoid or reduce impacts to special status song birds and 
raptors, including Burrowing Owls. 

Bats 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The presence of bats within the CVSP area is not an impediment to 
preparing a specific plan for the area with appropriate management 
techniques. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Pre-construction bat surveys are recommended for each construction 
phase of future development. 

 
Reptiles and Amphibians 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• On-site opportunities for mitigation should be considered within the 
Greenbelt, parks, and open space areas. 

 
 
 



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
Based on Technical Reports prepared in 2003, as amended 
Page 3 of 29 
 
 

 

SITE ANALYSIS  PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fish 
 
Steelhead trout are known to occur within Coyote Creek. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Insects 
 
Critical habitat for the bay checkerspot butterfly is found in a small portion 
of CVSP area. The butterfly’s food source (dwarf plantain) was not detected 
during preliminary surveys on the serpentine outcrop.  

Recommendations for further review 
 

• Protocol-level surveys currently underway for California tiger 
salamander and other listed species should be completed. 

• California tiger salamander surveys are recommended for additional 
areas within the CVSP area. 

• Continued Red-legged frog and western pond turtle surveys are 
recommended. 

 
Fish 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Protection of Coyote Creek, including fishery and stream flows, 
should be a priority of the CVSP given the importance and 
sensitivity of this resource to the entire Coyote Valley and larger 
region. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Projects that could affect Coyote Creek and steelhead will require 
permits from the appropriate regulatory agencies. 

 
Insects 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The critical habitat for the bay checkerspot butterfly should be 
appropriately considered, but is not considered to be an impediment 
to the planning process. 
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SITE ANALYSIS  PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
Sensitive Habitats 

 
Potential jurisdictional wetlands have been identified and wetland 
delineations are currently underway on accessible portions of the CVSP 
area.  These wetland areas include Fisher and Coyote Creeks, which are 
considered to be sensitive habitats within the CVSP area.  The Coyote 
Creek channel is relatively natural, while some portions of Fisher Creek 
have been modified and channelized by man for agricultural purposes and to 
conform to convenient property lines. 
 
 
The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service has indicated concerns regarding the 
potential for nitrogen deposition from air pollution to affect plant 
composition in serpentine grasslands and to indirectly impact the bay 
checkerspot butterfly or its habitat in southern Santa Clara County. This 
issue was previously raised for other projects, including the Coyote Valley 
Research Park and Metcalf Energy Center projects. 

Sensitive Habitats 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The presence of wetlands and sensitive riparian habitats is 
considered a significant planning consideration during the CVSP 
planning process.  An individual U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
permit will be required for any filling of Section 404 jurisdictional 
wetlands and waters.  In addition, a Section 401 water quality 
certification (Regional Water Quality Control Board) and a Section 
1602 Streambed Alteration Permit (CDFG) will be required for 
impacts to riparian areas. 

• Opportunities for the creation of compensatory mitigation habitats 
within the CVSP area should be considered in the planning process. 

• Development setbacks from creeks consistent with the City of San 
Jose’s Riparian Corridor Policy Study will be incorporated in the 
planning process. 

• “Guiding Principles” for dealing with sensitive habitats, including 
wildlife corridors, should be developed in the planning process.   

• Opportunities to incorporate mitigation within the Greenbelt, parks, 
and open space areas should be considered in the planning process.  

• Consideration should be given to the reconstruction of Fisher Creek 
in a way that maximizes habitat, drainage, and open space benefits. 

• Consideration should be given to a land plan that reduces Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT) and Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT) as much 
as possible to reduce pollution emissions. 

• The issue of nitrogen deposition on serpentine habitats (indirect 
impact) will require additional analysis and consideration during the 
planning and environmental review processes.  
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SITE ANALYSIS  PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Prehistoric Resources 

 
A total of 35 prehistoric archaeological sites have been recorded within the 
CVSP area.  There are also three reported, but unrecorded sites and one 
isolated prehistoric find.  Four of the prehistoric sites have been evaluated 
and found to be eligible for inclusion on the National or California 
Registers, and two of the sites have been determined to be eligible as part of 
a district.  The remaining 29 prehistoric sites have not been evaluated.  
Native American resources include a former major village site noted by 
early Spanish explorers, and other habitation locations including temporary 
camps, workshops, burial locations, and a trail.  Site locations appear to 
favor benches, terraces and ridges along canyons, water courses, marsh 
margins, and the alluvial plain. 
 
Trails 
 
One major aboriginal trail passed through the Coyote Valley near Coyote 
Creek.  This north/south trail appears to have been the precursor of the El 
Camino Real.  Secondary trails are also inferred within the area.  

Prehistoric Sites 
 

Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Opportunities for prehistoric resource protection, including open 
space and other easements to conserve and preserve these resources 
should be evaluated during the pla nning process. 

• Opportunities for preservation/avoidance should be evaluated in the 
planning process. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Additional surveys are recommended to determine if any of the 
unevaluated sites are eligible for either the National or California 
Register. 

• Development could result in the discovery of valuable scientific 
information and add significantly to the interpretation and 
understanding of the region’s prehistory. 

 
Historic Resources 

 
Historic Period sites include resources from the American Period (post-
1850) and consist mainly of structures.  Relatively few structures survive 
the period with integrity.  Eight architectural resources have been identified 
within the CVSP area.  One resource has been determined to be eligible for 
the National/California Registers, one resource is potentially eligible, 
portions of two resources are potentially eligible, one resource has been 
evaluated as a potential district, and one resource has been evaluated as an 
Identified Structure on a local list.   

Historic Resources 
 

Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Opportunities for preservation and avoidance of significant historic 
resources should be a key consideration in the planning process. 

 
• Opportunities for adaptive reuse and/or salvage of historic buildings 

should be evaluated in the planning process. 
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SITE ANALYSIS  PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
The remaining resources have been determined ineligible for inclusion on 
the register.  All of the listed resources are centered on the Hamlet of 
Coyote, which could qualify as a historic district.  Twelve other 
architectural resources were identif ied during a preliminary windshield 
survey as being potentially eligible for the Register, with further research 
required.  
 
Expedition Routes 
 
The Captain Pedro Fages Trail (1772) and the Juan Bautista de Anza 
National Historic Trail (1776) both traveled through the Coyote Valley.  
These trails are on the National/California Registers of Historic Resources. 
 
Roads and Railroad 
 
El Camino Real extended from Mission San Diego de Alcala to the Pueblo 
of San Jose, through Rancho La Laguna Seca (Coyote Valley), passing on 
the west side of Tulare Hill.  The road is State of California Historic 
Landmark #784 and is on the California Register of Historic Resources. 
Monterey Road was a toll road between San Jose and Gilroy/Watsonville 
(1850s).  Portions were relocated in the 1860s parallel to the railroad and it 
was declared a public highway in 1874.  The Santa Clara & Pajaro Valley 
(SC&PV) Railroad ran through the Coyote Valley area, stopping at Coyote 
Station and the Fifteen Mile House in 1869.  The SC&PV RR was 
consolidated into the Southern Pacific Railroad in 1870, and is currently 
operating as the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR).  
 
Irrigation/Water Systems 
 
The “great Laguna Seca” in northern Coyote Valley was the source for 
irrigation canals and impounding dams.  The configuration of portions of 
Laguna Seca Creek (Fisher Creek) shows evidence of modification. 

 
 

• Adherence to the requirements of the City’s Historic Preservation 
policies and ordinance should be incorporated into the planning 
process. 

 
• Opportunities for identifying relocation sites for significant historic 

building resources should be considered in the planning process.  
 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Additional surveys are recommended to determine the significance 
of all of the unevaluated sites or structures and if they are eligible 
for listing on the National or California Registers. 

 
• Development could result in the discovery of valuable scientific 

information and add significantly to the interpretation and 
understanding of the region’s history. 
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SITE ANALYSIS  PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
Arboricultural Resources 
 
Several arboricultural resources have been identified to date within the 
CVSP area.  These resources include the IBM walnut farm, a grove of 
eucalyptus trees, a grove of oak trees, a row of trees leading to a ranch, 
eucalyptus trees in the Hamlet of Coyote, and the “Keesling’s Shade Trees” 
on Monterey Road. 

Arboricultural Resources 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The arboricultural resources, including significant individual oak 
trees, are an important component of the Valley’s history. They 
should be considered a priority to preserve, protect and incorporate 
into the CVSP. 

• Policies for protection of other native, ordinance size trees should be 
developed during the planning process. 

 
Recommendations for further review 

• Additional surveys are recommended to determine if any of the 
unevaluated resources are eligible for either the National or 
California Register or the City’s Heritage Tree designation. 

 
Cultural Landscapes 

 
A landscape is comprised of all the natural and cultural features that the eye 
can comprehend in a single view. A preliminary review was conducted to 
get a better understanding of the agricultural-related history of Coyote 
Valley and the types of historic  architectural features that remain.  The 
CVSP area still remains rural in character and the majority of the land use 
continues to be related to agriculture even though the area’s association with 
fruit orchards no longer exists.  While there have been additions of roads, 
houses, and small businesses, these additions have not yet eliminated the 
area’s setting, character, or feeling related to agriculture.  The preliminary 
review is not conclusive or certain that sufficient integrity remains for the 
area to be considered eligible as a historic cultural landscape district under 
the National/California Register criteria.  

Cultural Landscapes 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The rich agricultural history and rural landscape should be 
considered as an important element in the CVSP process. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Additional evaluation is recommended to assess the integrity of 
Coyote Valley as a cultural landscape historic district and determine 
if the CVSP area qualifies for listing on either the National or 
California Register.   
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SITE ANALYSIS  PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Potential Seismic Hazards  

 
Faulting 

 
There are two faults that require further evaluation to determine whether 
they are active, the Shannon and Coyote Faults.  The City of San Jose 
generally requires that if indications of active faulting are found, appropriate 
setbacks for structures or recommendations for special foundation 
considerations be established as applicable. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Undocumented Fill 
 
Undocumented fills are located within the CVSP area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Potential Seismic Hazards  
 
Faulting 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• As for all sites within the San Francisco Bay Area, the likelihood of 
at least one moderate to strong earthquake occurring during the life 
span of the development being planned for the CVSP area is 
considered high. 

• If active faulting is present in the CVSP area, appropriate setbacks 
for structures or recommendations for special foundation 
considerations may be recommended.  If setbacks were 
recommended, this would be a major planning consideration for the 
preparation of the CVSP. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Complete investigation to determine if active faulting is present in 
the CVSP area. 

 
Undocumented Fill 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Existing undocumented fills may need to be removed and replaced 
with engineered fill.  This is not a significant impediment to the 
CVSP planning process. 
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SITE ANALYSIS  PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
Seismically-Induced Liquefaction 

 
Seismically induced liquefaction is a phenomenon of the CVSP area, as well 
as the entire Bay Area.  Liquefaction results in the transformation of loose 
water-saturated soils from a solid state during groundshaking.  Many 
elements influence the potential for liquefaction including the soil type, soil 
cohesion, and groundwater level.  According to the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG), liquefaction potential within the CVSP area varies 
from low to very high.  Areas of very high susceptibility are found in the 
Greenbelt area of the CVSP area, adjacent to Coyote Creek. 
Seismically-Induced Landsliding and Lateral Spreading 

 
The risk of slope instability is greater during major earthquakes than during 
other time periods.  Mapping of the hillside areas in the northwestern 
portion of the North Coyote Valley area indicates that most of the hillside 
areas may be susceptible to seismically-induced landsliding and lateral 
spreading.   

Seismically-Induced Liquefaction 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• A wide range of standard construction measures is employed 
throughout the Bay Area.  Implementing standard measures to 
mitigate potential liquefaction hazards, such as soil densification or 
deep foundation systems, is not an impediment to the CVSP 
planning process. 

Seismically-Induced Landsliding and Lateral Spreading 
 
Planning Issue/Considerations  
 

• This is not a significant impediment to the CVSP planning process 
and can be addressed with corrective grading or by establishing 
appropriate setbacks, the risks associated with landsliding during a 
seismic event can generally be reduced to acceptable levels.   

 
Potential Landslide Hazards  

 
Landslide areas are located in the northwestern portion of the North Coyote 
Valley area and the risk of instability of these areas is considered high.   
 

Potential Landslide Hazards  
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• When appropriate, setbacks of between 50 and 100 feet from the top 
and toe of the landslide areas, depending upon the size and type of 
landslide and the nature of the development that is planned, should 
be integrated into the planning process. 
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Expansive Soils 
 

Moderately expansive soils are located within the CVSP area.   
 

 
Expansive Soils 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• This is not a significant impediment to the CVSP planning process 
and can be addressed by deepening the building foundations or by 
providing a layer of material with low expansion potential to reduce 
the effects of the expansive soils on foundations. 

  
 

Creek Bank Erosion 
 

The banks of both Coyote and Fisher Creeks have not experienced rapid 
erosion, as evidenced by their heavily vegetated conditions.  The rates of 
creek erosion, can however, be affected by development in or adjacent to 
the Plan area.  

 
Creek Bank Erosion 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The CVSP planning process should be consistent with the City of 
San Jose’s Riparian Corridor Policy, whic h generally requires a 
100-foot setback from the top of bank or canopy edge, whichever is 
greater, to reduce the potential impacts associated with creekbank 
erosion. 
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Hazardous Materials Contamination 

 
Given the number of acres of land within the CVSP area, there are relatively 
few locations of suspected or actual hazardous materials contamination.  
The presence of underground or above ground tanks on properties within 
these areas is not indicative of contamination.  Further, while  contamination 
cases within the Plan area have been closed by the regulatory agencies, 
there is a potential for residual contaminants to remain in the soil or 
groundwater at the site.  Unreported releases are also likely within the 
CVSP area.  
 

Hazardous Materials Contamination 
 

Planning Consideration/Issues 
 

• This is not a significant impediment to the CVSP planning process 
due to the limited occurrences, which can be addressed by standard 
remediation techniques. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Prior to development of areas where contamination may be present, 
soil and/or groundwater testing is recommended to determine the 
extent of the contamination.  Depending upon the extent and 
characterization of the spill/leak, impacted soil should be either be 
remediated on-site or removed and disposed of at appropriate 
facilities.  Impacted groundwater should be similarly treated in 
accordance with all local, state, and federal regulations.   

 
Railroad Tracks 

 
The UPRR tracks extend from the southeast to the northeast through the 
Coyote Valley.  Railroad right-of-ways have the potential for hazardous 
materials contamination because railroad cars may leak when they are 
parked on the tracks.  In addition, assorted chemicals historically have been 
used for dust suppression and weed control along rail lines.  For these 
reasons, impacted soil along the railroad tracks may be present within the 
CVSP area.  

Railroad Tracks 
 

Planning Consideration/Issues 
 

• The presence of the railroad tracks is an important consideration, but 
is not a significant impediment to the CVSP planning process. 
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Recommendations for further review 
 

• Prior to development of areas adjacent to railroad tracks, soil testing 
is recommended to determine the extent of the contamination.  
Depending upon the extent and characterization of the 
contamination, impacted soil should be either be remediated on-site 
or removed and disposed of at appropriate facilities in accordance 
with all local, state, and federal regulations. 

 
Lead 

 
Lead could occur within the CVSP area by way of the use of lead-based 
paints and lead containing pesticides and the production of automobile 
exhaust.  The use of pesticides containing lead is discussed in the 
Agricultural Uses section, below.  Prior to 1978, structures and fences were 
commonly painted with lead-based paints.  Lead is often present in near-
surface soil along heavily traveled roadways, such as Monterey Road and 
Santa Teresa Boulevard, due to the use of leaded gasoline for several 
decades.  

Lead 
 

Planning Consideration/Issues 
 

• This is not a significant impediment to the CVSP planning process 
and can be addressed with standard remediation techniques. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• It is recommended that soil quality along these roadways be 
evaluated prior to development. 

• It is recommended that the demolition of older structures be 
conducted according to the requirements of the Cal/OSHA Lead in 
Construction Standard, Title 8, California Code of Regulations.  If 
lead-based paint is peeling, flaking, or blistered, it should be 
removed prior to demolition. 

Asbestos  
 

Asbestos -Containing Materials (ACMs) may be present in older buildings 
within the CVSP area.  Asbestos is a naturally occurring mineral that is used 
in the production of certain types of building materials including roofing 
shingles, ceiling and floor tiles, etc.  Exposure to asbestos can occur by 
breathing contaminated air, which can be generated during the demolition of 
structures with ACMs.  Asbestos exposure is a health hazard.   

Asbestos  
 

Planning Consideration/Issues 
 

• This is not a significant impediment to the CVSP planning process 
and can be addressed with standard remediation techniques. 
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 Recommendations for further review 
 

• If demolition or renovation of existing structures is proposed, 
surveys should be conducted to determine the presence of ACMs 
according to the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants guidelines.  If ACMs are encountered, they should be 
removed according to all applicable local, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Undocumented Fill 
 

Stockpiles of undocumented fill associated with farming operations were 
observed throughout the Valley.  Fill is also being imported to the Coyote 
Creek Golf Course to create landscaped mounds at the golf course.   

Undocumented Fill 
 

Planning Consideration/Issues 
 

• This is not a significant impediment to the CVSP planning process 
and can be addressed with standard soil engineering techniques. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Prior to development of areas where fill is present, the origin of the 
fill should be evaluated to assess whether it is impacted with 
contaminants.  Depending upon the extent and characterization of 
the fill material, impacted soil could be either be remediated on-site 
or removed and disposed of at appropriate facilities. 

 
Agricultural Uses 

 
While most of the contamination from leaking storage tanks can be 
attributable to agricultural uses within the Valley, the use of fertilizers, 
pesticides, and herbicides for agricultural uses is also likely.  Pesticides that 
persist in the environment and that have been banned for use, such as DDT, 
were likely used throughout the Valley.  These pesticides were commonly 
applied in mixtures that also contained metals (arsenic, lead, and mercury).   

Agricultural Uses 
 
Planning Consideration/Issues 
 

• This is not a significant impediment to the CVSP planning process 
and can be addressed with standard remediation techniques. 
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Recommendations for further review 
 

• An assessment of soil quality in the Coyote Valley should be 
performed prior to development to identify areas of excessive 
concentrations of herbicides, pesticides, and associated metals. 

 
• Appropriate best management practices and techniques for 

sustainable agriculture uses in the Greenbelt should be considered. 
 

 
Water Supply We lls 

 
Numerous water wells are located within the Valley.   

 
Water Supply Wells 

 
Planning Consideration/Issues 
 

• This is not a significant impediment to the CVSP planning process 
and can be addressed with standard management techniques. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Ensure that wells are properly abandoned in accordance with 
applicable regulations if continued use is no longer intended. 

 
• Ensure water supply is available in the Greenbelt for sustainable 

agriculture uses. 
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HYDROLOGY 
Groundwater Management And Water Supply 

 
Development within the CVSP area will require an adequate supply of high 
quality water for domestic, commercial, and industrial use, as well as 
continued agricultural demand in the Greenbelt.  Estimates of water demand 
within the CVSP area are based on a desired maximum number of jobs and 
housing units, coupled with a range of demand factors including typical 
applied irrigation demand values.  A realistic average ultimate water 
demand in the CVSP area is on the order of 18,000 acre-feet per year (for 
comparison purposes, the City of San Jose uses approximately 230,000 
acre-feet of water per year). 

 
Doubling the volume of water extracted from the Sub-basin every year to 
meet the increased water demands expected from the development of the 
CVSP area, will reduce the amount of water stored in the basin and lower 
the water table.  Therefore, recharge to the Sub-basin commensurate with 
the amount of water extracted will be required, since the Subbasin can only 
provide for two or three years of increased demand after ultimate 
development. Water operations in Coyote Valley require a balancing act to 
avoid high groundwater nuisance conditions, while maintaining the 
groundwater sub-basin flows to the Santa Clara Valley Sub-basin to the 
north.  

 
 

Groundwater Management And Water Supply 
 

Planning Consideration/Issues 
 

• Groundwater management and water supply is considered to be a 
significant consideration during the CVSP planning process. 

 
• Ongoing water resource management programs must be 

incorporated into the planning process. 
 

• The Santa Clara Valley Water District’s (SCVWD) groundwater 
management programs for the Valley can be divided into three main 
categories: groundwater recharge, regional water supplies, and water 
use efficiency.  The overall goals of the management programs are: 
sustaining groundwater supplies, mitigation of groundwater 
overdraft, minimization of land subsidence, protection recharge and 
pumping capabilities, and sustaining water storage reserves for dry 
period use.  Consideration of these management programs should be 
included in the planning process. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• The analysis required as part of SB610 has been commissioned and 
is under preparation. 
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Groundwater Recharge 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Areas with significant recharge capabilities should be protected 
during the planning process. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• The SCVWD has the ability to facilitate enhanced groundwater 
recharge.  Based on available information, there is no reason to 
believe that there is a physical limitation to recharging an additional 
6,000 to 14,000 acre-feet per year through the gravel bed of Coyote 
Creek into the Coyote Subbasin, and from the water bearing strata to 
deliver that water to municipal wells without severe drawdown.  
Detailed groundwater modeling is recommended to confirm this 
hypothesis.  It should be noted that 14,000 acre-feet represents about 
13 percent of the total capacity of Anderson and Coyote Reservoirs. 

 
Regional Water Supplies 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Reliable water supply source(s) is a significant consideration for the 
planning process.  

 
• Imported water could be used to actively manage the recharge of the 

Coyote Subbasin; however, the impacts of doing so are regional in 
nature rather than local.  This issue should be evaluated in the 
planning process. 
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• Adapting key regional and local facilities (particularly the Coyote 

Canal), to manage groundwater resources within the Subbasin can 
help to overcome water supply constraints.  This issue should be 
evaluated in the planning process. 

 
Water Use Efficiency 

 
Recycled Water Use 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The South Bay Water Recycling Program (SBWRP) has completed 
an extension of its recycled water system as far south as Blanchard 
Road to provide recycled water to the Metcalf Energy Center; 
however, there are currently no plans to extend the system to the rest 
of Coyote Valley. 

 
• Current development policy within San Jose calls for projects to 

include provisions for recycled water use, should the SBWRP 
distribution system eventually be routed to a particular location.  
Providing an opportunity for future recycled water use includes 
construction of dual water systems and the use of more drought and 
salt tolerant landscaping. 

 
• Providing recycled water for landscaping and open space irrigation 

use should be evaluated in the planning process. 
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Water Conservation Programs  

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 
This is not an impediment to preparing the CVSP.  Best management 
practices for water conservation should be included in the planning process. 
 

 
Floodplain Management 

 
Development in or near a natural floodplain has the potential to change that 
floodplain and affect flooding further downstream.  The conversion of rural 
watersheds to more urban land uses tends to increase the percentage of 
impermeable ground cover, with commensurate increases in maximum 
watershed discharge rates and volumes.   

 
Flood control improvements have been developed for the North Coyote 
Valley area, which has been approved for the development of 6.6 million 
square feet of campus industrial uses.  These improvements include a 269-
acre flood control basin (Laguna Seca), Fisher Creek improvements, a new 
bypass channel, and levee improvements. 
 
Floodplain mitigation in North Coyote Valley assumes that runoff generated 
south of Bailey Avenue does not exceed existing condition discharge.  The 
proposed development of the Mid-Coyote Valley area assumes that 75 
percent of the area would be covered with impervious surfaces.  Therefore, 
it is estimated that development of the Mid-Coyote area would 
approximately require an additional 600 acre-feet of floodplain storage for 
Fisher Creek.   
 
 
 

 
Floodplain Management 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• This is a significant cons ideration for the CVSP planning process. 
 
 

• A floodplain storage facility (or facilities) similar to that planned 
within the North Coyote Valley area would be required.  With 
average storage depths on the order of five feet, approximately 80 
additional acres must be placed into Fisher Creek floodplain storage 
and existing floodplain storage must be maintained (505 acres). 

 
• Possible development along Coyote Creek would have a negligible 

impact on that creek’s discharge and volume. 
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Water Quality 

 
Water quality can be considered both in terms of groundwater and surface 
water quality.  Nitrates are the contaminants of primary concern within the 
Coyote Valley.  Perchlorate contamination has not been identified for the 
CVSP area; however, it has been detected in the adjacent Llagas Subbasin. 
Its migration is being actively monitored by the SCVWD.  

 
 
The City of San Jose is a co-permitee in the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPP), meaning that it shares  
an individual National Pollutant Discharge Elimination (NPDES) permit for 
discharging to the San Francisco Bay with other members of the 
SCVURPPP.  Since the CVSP area lies entirely within the watershed of the 
Bay, it will fall under the auspices of SCVURPPP.  Groundwater quality 
within the Valley is generally considered to be good. 

 
In October 2001, the Regional Water Quality Control Board changed the 
requirements for stormwater quality related to new development and 
redevelopment (C.3. Provisions).  Overall, the requirements of the C.3. 
Provisions are to implement water quality treatment and to ensure that flows 
and duration of stormwater runoff do not increase as a result of new 
development or redevelopment. 
 

 
Water Quality 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Groundwater quality is an important consideration, but not an 
impediment to the CVSP planning process.  In the event that nitrate 
concentrations over the limit of drinking water standards are found, 
it is possible to treat and remove it from the groundwater supply.  

  
 
 

• Surface water quality is a significant consideration for the CVSP 
planning process.  Best management practices, including the storage 
of stormwater prior to outfall to a creek, would be implemented 
within the CVSP area.  These BMPs must be sized according to 
either volume or flow design.  By applying the volume design 
methodology, it has been estimated that development of the CVSP 
area would require a storage volume equivalent to about 0.02 acre-
foot for every acre of development.  Some dual uses may be 
possible with the creation of floodplain storage areas. 
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TRANSPORTATION 
Internal Travel Demand 

 
Preliminary traffic modeling shows a relatively strong demand for roadway 
capacity within the CVSP area. Three major arterial streets will provide 
access within the CVSP area: 1) Santa Teresa Boulevard, 2) Coyote Valley 
Parkway, and 3) Monterey Road. 
 
Additional right-of-way will likely be needed from adjacent parcels for the 
widening of Santa Teresa Boulevard to six lanes south of Bailey Avenue.  It is 
anticipated that the roadway will be improved following the same general 
alignment.  Coyote Valley Parkway is planned as previously described.  There 
are  physical constraints at the north end of the valley (Coyote Creek Narrows) 
that would significantly affect the cost of widening Monterey Road.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Trails and Bike Lanes 
 
The Coyote Creek Trail runs through the entire Coyote Valley along 
Coyote Creek.  Additional trails are identified on the Santa Clara County 
Trails Master Plan and the City of San Jose’s Scenic Routes and Trails 
Map.  There are currently no bike lanes along roadways within the CVSP 
area.   
 

Internal Travel Demand 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The planning procees should develop internal roadway capacity 
without introducing new intersections along Bailey Avenue east of 
Santa Teresa. This is because Bailey Avenue provides a key linkage 
beween the CVSP area and the U.S. 101 freeway. The projected 
traffic volumes along Bailey Avenue are very high and it will be 
very important to minimize side street traffic volumes in order to 
maintain an acceptable level of service for commuters using Bailey 
Avenue.  Because of the parallel Union Pacific railroad tracks, any 
additional right-of-way will need to be taken from the east side of 
the road where Coyote Creek is located.  The widening of these 
streets should be taken into consideration during the preparation of 
the CVSP. 

• Alternative plans that offset peak directional traffic flows and 
internalize trips, such as mixing housing and jobs throughout the 
North and Mid-Coyote Valley areas and avoiding locating all jobs in 
one area and all housing in another area, should be evaluated in the 
planning process. 

 
Trails and Bike Lanes 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Integrated bike/pedestrian/alternatives to automobile  transportation 
should be evaluated as a key component to the CVSP. 
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• Continued access to the Coyote Creek Trail from the CVSP area 

should be evaluated and opportunities for additional trails within the 
CVSP, including along Fisher Creek should be examined.  Bike 
lanes should be considered along Santa Teresa Boulevard and some 
connector streets.   

 
Travel Demand Between CVSP Area and 

US 101 Freeway and McKean Road 
 
Principles of traffic modeling indicate there will be a strong demand 
between the CVSP area and the U.S. 101 freeway. This is because US 101 
provides the best route to jobs located north and south of Coyote Valley.  
 
The San Jose General Plan shows a southward extension of Coyote Valley 
Parkway, interchanging with Monterey Road, overcrossing Coyote Creek 
and connecting to the existing interchange at U.S. 101. It appears that this is 
still a very desireable major street route. The route may involve a mixture of 
existing and new public right-of-way, and no specific alignment has been 
selected. 
 
The San Jose General Plan provides for Bailey Avenue to be improved as a 
Major Arterial connection between Coyote Valley and McKean Road, 
northerly to Harry Road. Bailey Avenue is shown in two alternative 
alignments between Santa Teresa Boulevard and McKean Road. The need 
for an improved connection is attributable to the commuting needs of an 
expected workforce of approximately 50,000 industrial jobs within the 
CVSP. Bailey/McKean is designated as a Rural Scenic Corridor on the 
General Plan Scenic Routes and Trails Diagram. 

Travel Demand Between CVSP Area and 
US 101 Freeway and McKean Road 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The interchanges at Coyote Creek Golf Course Drive (formerly 
named Scheller Avenue) is included in the San Jose 2020 General 
Plan Land Use Transportation Diagram and may provide the most 
advantageous way to provide a linkage between Central Coyote 
Valley and the freeway. This connection will require a grade-
separated interchange at Monterey Road and a bridge over Coyote 
Creek. 

Recommendations for further review 
 

• Previous planning studies have shown that the Bailey Avenue 
improvements will be “triggered” once there are about 22,000 
industrial jobs within the specific plan area.  The future housing in 
the CVSP area may not create a significant demand for “Bailey 
Avenue over the Hill” for two reasons.  First, there are no significant 
employment centers within Almaden Valley and second, it would be 
a long and slow route to the jobs located in northern Santa Clara 
County, when compared to Highway 101. These assumptions should 
be verified by preliminary traffic analysis for consideration in the 
planning process.  
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• The preferred roadway alignment for the Bailey Avenue over the 

hill extension should be determined based on substantial scientific 
environmental information.  Minimizing environmental impacts 
should be a primary consideration.   

 
Safely accommodating Travel Demand across 

the Union Pacific Railroad Tracks  
 
Due to safety hazards, the general objective should be to eliminate all at-
grade railroad crossings through the CVSP area. 

Safely Accommodating Travel Demand across 
the Union Pacific Railroad Tracks  

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• It is recommended that the circulation plan for CVSP should not add 
traffic to any at-grade railroad crossings. Palm Avenue should not 
be widened at its intersection with Monterey Road; but it should 
remain in its current form (e.g. 2-lane rural roadway serving the 
existing neighborhood) or if widening is deemed necessary, a grade-
separated crossing of the railroad should be constructed in 
conjunction with an intersection with Monterey Road. 

 
Enhancing Transit Services within Coyote Valley 

 
There are a number of potential transit service opportunities that should be 
considered in developing the Coyote Valley Specif ic Plan. A Caltrain 
station is already planned in North Coyote Valley as an element of the 
Coyote Valley Research Park project. This station will primarily serve the 
needs of workers commuting to jobs within the campus industrial area. The 
magnitude of housing being planned for the CVSP area is sufficient to 
support another Caltrain station, perhaps also including a park and ride 
facility.  There is currently VTA bus service on Santa Teresa Boulevard. 
 

Enhancing Transit Services within Coyote Valley 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Caltrain station locations should be evaluated as part of the planning 
process.  One Coyote Valley Caltrain station location alternative 
would probably be near the intersection of Coyote Valley Parkway 
and Monterey Road. A station at this location may be convenient for 
the future residents, as well as for commuters on Monterey Road 
and U.S. 101.  A station at this location might also become a logical 
terminus for a possible futute light rail line extension, creating a 
major multimodal transportation transfer center analogous to 
Tamien or Diridon Station. 
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• Although VTA does not currently provide local bus service through 

Coyote Valley on Monterey Road, the development potential along 
the road and the possibility of connecting to one or more Caltrain 
stations may provide a significant incentive for new bus service.   

 
Out-of-Valley Transportation Planning Issues 

 
The development of Coyote Valley will occur within an already heavily 
developed county, which has many existing traffic capacity problems. 
The most significant of these issues are: 
 

• Adequacy of U.S. 101 freeway capacity to serve other planned 
developments (north and south of Coyote Valley), 

 
• Increases in travel demand from the eventual utilization of 

buildings already constructed in the Silicon Valley region, north 
of Coyote Valley, but currently unoccupied (as reported in early 
2004, approximately 60 million square feet of vacant office and 
industrial buildings which represent approximately 200,000 jobs 
or employees), and 

 
• Traffic impacts attributable to the commuting needs for those 

residents of the CVSP area who would work outside the valley. 
 

Out-of-Valley Transportation Planning Issues 
 

Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The adequacy of U.S. 101 freeway capacity is a significant issue 
which will be further studied through the specific plan process. 

 
•  The City and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

(VTA) have identified, and in some cases are proceeding on, 
operational improvements on US 101 between the I-280/I-680 
interchange and the Blossom Hill Road/Silver Creek Valley Road 
interchange.  These improvements primarily consist of 
modifications to existing interchanges and additional auxillary 
lanes. 

 
• The Planning process should evaluate methods to reduce out-of-

valley traffic impacts including increasing the opportunities for 
trips to be made within the valley.  The large concentration of 
employment proposed for the CVSP area will help contain many 
work trips; but, it will also be important to provide a 
comprehensive mix of land uses in order to help contain other 
kinds of trips. These will include school, shopping, personal 
business, and recreational trips.  
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LAND USE 

Land Use Compatibility 
 
Hazardous Materials 
 
Existing land uses within the CVSP area are primarily agricultural in nature 
and include greenhouses/nurseries and orchards.  The Hamlet of Coyote 
includes residential, commercial, and industrial land uses and there is an 
area of residential uses located between Santa Teresa Boulevard and 
Monterey Road, north of Palm Avenue.  Additionally, there are some 
commercial and industrial uses located along Monterey Highway. 
Agricultural and industrial uses can have the potential for hazardous 
materials contamination due to leaking tanks, spills, or the long-term use of 
pesticides and fertilizers. 
 
Noise 
 
The mainline Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks run through Coyote 
Valley, adjacent and parallel to Monterey Road and constitute a significant 
noise source with additional operations planned in the future.  
 

Land Use 
 

Hazardous Materials 
 

• Recommendations regarding the remediation of hazardous materials 
are described under Hazardous Materials. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noise 
 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Noise sensitive land uses, including schools, residences, and parks 
need to be planned with sufficient setbacks from rail and/or sound 
attenuation measures.  Appropriate setbacks should be taken into 
account during the preparation of the CVSP. 

 
Monterey Road and UPRR Tracks  

 
Monterey Road and the adjacent UPRR tracks travel through the eastern 
side of the CVSP area.  At-grade crossings of the UPRR tracks would be 
unsafe and the widening of Monterey Road is constrained by both the 
UPRR tracks and Coyote Creek (in the northern portion of the CVSP 
area). 

Monterey Road and the UPRR Tracks  
 

• These transportation facilities are important planning 
considerations for the development of the CVSP area.  At grade 
crossings of UPRR tracks should be avoided as described under 
Transportation. 
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Williamson Act Contracts  
 
There are 14 properties (approximately 230 acres) within the North and 
Mid-Coyote areas that are under Williamson Act Contracts.  All but one 
of them are on-going, meaning that the property owners have not applied 
to be released from the contract.  Therefore, approximately 220 acres are 
currently under Williamson Act Contracts within the CVSP area.  
Approximately 41 additional properties within the Greenbelt are under 
Williamson Act Contracts. 
 
In order to relinquish properties from Williamson Act Contracts, either 
the nonrenewal process must be initiated or the contract must be 
cancelled. The existence of an opportunity for another use of the 
property is not sufficient reason for cancellation. In addition, the 
uneconomic character of an existing agricultural use shall not, by itself, 
be a sufficient reason to cancel a contract. The landowner must pay a 
cancellation fee equal to 12 1/2 percent of the cancellation valuation of 
the property. 

Williamson Act Contracts  
 

Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Williamson Act contracts would not be a significant impediment to 
the planning process.  In order to facilitate development of the 
fourteen (14) properties within the CVSP that are under Williamson 
Act Contracts, the planning process should address the timing of 
City initiation of the nonrenewal process.   

 
• It takes nine years to complete the nonrenewal process, which 

can be initiated either by the property owner or the local 
government.   

 
• Only the landowner can petition to cancel a contract. To approve 

a tentative contract cancellation, a county or city must make 
specific findings that are supported by substantial evidence. 

 
Prime Farmland 

 
The CVSP and Greenbelt areas consists primarily of “Prime Farmland”, 
as defined by the State of California.  Pockets of “Farmland of Statewide 
Importance” and “Grazing Lands” are also located within the CVSP 
area. 
 
 
 
 
  

 
Prime Farmland 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The elimination of agricultural uses on prime farmlands within 
North and Mid Coyote cannot be avoided while developing urban 
uses.  

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Opportunities for sustainable agriculture uses within the Greenbelt 
area should be considered and evaluated. 
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Utilities 

 
Underground utilites are located in primarily within Monterey Road, 
Bailey Avenue, and Santa Teresa Boulevard within the CVSP area.  
Fiber optic lines are within the UPRR right-of-way.  The Cross Valley 
Pipeline (SCVWD) which transports water from Anderson Reservoir to 
Calero Reservoir is located within the Valley generally north of Burnett 
Avenue to Santa Teresa Boulevard to San Bruno Avenue where it will 
travel along the base of the western foothills, over the Santa Cruz 
Mountains to the Calero Reservoir. 
 

 
Utilities 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Water, sanitary sewer, natural gas, and electricity need to be 
provided to areas of the CVSP not currently served by these 
utilities.  This is not an impediment to the planning process.  A 
“Master Plan” for an “Underground Utilities District” should be 
prepared as part of the planning process.   

 
Visual Resources/Open Space 

 
The visual character of Coyote Valley is predominantly one of open 
space afforded by agricultural uses, the Coyote Creek parkchain and golf 
course, and the rolling expanses of surrounding hillsides.  This visual 
open space is apparent to travellers along US 101and Monterey Road, 
AMTRAK passengers, and to existing Coyote Valley residents.  
 

 
Visual Resources/Open Space  

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Preservation of visual open space, view corridors, and the points 
of view from the valley floor (below the 15% slope line) is an 
important consideration for the planning of CVSP. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE AND UTILITIES 

 
Storm Drainage Facilities 

 
Existing storm drain system within the CVSP area includes systems within 
Santa Teresa Boulevard and Bailey Avenue.  There are little or no formal 
drainage systems or facilities within the CVSP area, except for a series of 
roadside ditches and culverts that convey waters to Fisher and Coyote 
Creeks.  
   

 
Storm Drainage Facilities 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Storm drainage facilities will be required for Monterey Road.  In 
addition, the storm drainage facilities should be designed to conform 
to the requirements of the NPDES Construction Activity 
Stormwater Permit administered by the RWQCB, as part of the 
SCVURPPP.   

 
 

Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater Facilities 
 
Existing public sanitary sewer facilities are located within the North Coyote 
Valley area.  The remainder of the CVSP area relies on private septic tanks.  
Preliminary studies indicate that the existing pipe in Santa Teresa Boulevard 
has the carrying capacity for these peak flows.  It is anticipated that the 
development proposed for the CVSP area (50,000 jobs and a minimum of 
25,000 dwelling units) would generate peak flows of 12.6 mgd.  The 
average flow would be approximately 9.6 mgd. 
 
Coyote Valley lies approximately 20 miles south of the WPCP where 
sewage treatment is provided.  Current sewage treatment is below the 
historic maximum flow of 130 mgd that was experienced in 2000-2001.  
The WPCP is currently operating under an order that limits discharge to the 
San Francisco Bay to 120 mgd.  Wastewater reclamation has been 
implemented that represents up to 15 mgd.  This reclamation serves to 
reduce the discharge to the Bay, keeping it below the 120 mgd limit.   

 
Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater Facilities 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• The Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) has capacity to treat 
sewage flows from Coyote Valley, however, due to discharge 
constraints, the reclamation of a substantial fraction (if not all) of the 
wastewater generated in Coyote Valley should be evaluated as part 
of the planning process. 

 
Recommendations for further review 
 

• Additional modeling should be conducted to determine adequate 
pipe capacity and condition north of the CVSP area.   
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Potable Water 

 
Existing water supply lines are located in Bailey and Santa Teresa 
Boulevard, north of the Urban Services Boundary.  Water is provided in this 
area by both Great Oaks and San Jose Municipal Water Companies.  Private 
water wells are used throughout the CVSP area. 
 

 
Potable Water 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Additional wells would be required to provide potable water to the 
CVSP area.  This water could be provided from within the Valley; 
however, this would require water resource management as 
described in Hydrology.  Water tanks for storage will also be 
needed. 

 
 

Recycled Water 
 

See Hydrology, above.  City of San Jose is currently constructing an 
extension of the recycled water pipeline to serve the Santa Teresa and Silver 
Creek Communities.   
 

 
Recycled Water 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• A water recycling Master Plan should be developed in conjunction 
with the preparation of the CVSP. 

 
 

Electricity 
 

Existing overhead utility lines and towers provide electricity through the 
Coyote Valley.  Additional supplies and lines will be required for the CVSP 
area.  The construction of the Metcalf Energy Center may allow for the 
extension of electricity to the Valley. 

 
Electricity 

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• PG&E and Calpine should be consulted regarding the extension of 
electrical power to the CVSP area.  Existing lines may require 
expansion or upgrading to serve the CVSP area.  Two or three 
electrical substations could be required for the development of the 
CVSP.  This should be taken into account during the planning 
process. 
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Natural Gas  
 

Natural gas service is limited mostly to the North Coyote Valley area with 
utilities within Santa Teresa Boulevard and Monterey Road.  Natural gas 
lines also run adjacent to US 101. 

 
Natural Gas  

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• PG&E should be consulted regarding the extension of natural gas 
service to the CVSP area.  The installation of gas lines throughout 
the area will be required and future needs will be evaluated during 
the planning process. 

 
 

Communications  
 

Communication services area provided within the CVSP area by SBC 
Communications (telephone) and Comcast Corporations (cable).  Telephone 
lines are located throughout the CVSP area. 

 
Communications  

 
Planning Issues/Considerations  
 

• Proper planning and formal requests to providers will be required 
for the extension of communication service to the CVSP area.  
Future needs should be evaluated during the CVSP planning 
process.   
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1. 15% Slope Line 
The fifteen percent slope line, as a general planning criterion, defines the limit of 
encroachment of urban land uses into the hillsides that border the valley floor.  Areas 
above the fifteen percent slope line should remain outside the Urban Service Area 
boundary. 
 
2. Annexation 
Annexation is the process by which real property becomes a part of the City.  It entitles 
the property owner to the wide range of municipal services that the city can provide.  In 
San Jose, annexations are typically “reorganizations,” whereby land is annexed to a city, 
and simultaneously, detached from special districts, such as fire or sanitary districts. 
 
3. CEQA 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires developers to disclose the 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the construction of a project.  This 
information helps local officials to make informed decisions about whether to permit 
discretionary projects and, if so, with what conditions and or mitigation measures. 
 
4. Density 
A measure of the number of housing units per acre. 
 
5. “Developed/Improved” Lots 
Lots with structures or buildings are considered developed or improved lots. 
 
6. Floor Area Ratio 
It is the gross floor area of a structure divided by the total lot area. 
 
7. General Plan 
Per State law, the City’s General Plan, San Jose 2020, is the official statement concerning 
its future character, land use patterns, and quality of development.  It is a comprehensive, 
long-term plan to guide the future development and growth in San Jose.  It is the City’s 
single most important planning document. 
 
The San Jose 2020 General Plan describes the amount, type, and phasing of development 
needed to achieve the City’s social, economic, and environmental goals.  It addresses a 
wide range of development issues, including housing, traffic, natural resources, land uses 
and public safety. 
 
Under State law, all subdivisions must be consistent with the communities General Plan. 
 
8. General Plan Designations 
General Plan designations identify uses and densities for which individual properties may 
be used.  The San Jose 2020 General Plan’s Land Use/Transportation Diagram shows 
designated land uses, such as Agriculture and Public Park/Open Space, and illustrates the 
strong link between land use and the transportation network. 
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9. Greenline/Urban Growth Boundary 
The Greenline/Urban Growth Boundary is a strategy to define the ultimate perimeter of 
urbanization in San Jose.  It sets the limits to urban development, and is intended to 
define where the City begins and ends and to preserve valuable open space resources.  
The Urban Growth Boundary reflects the strong, long-lasting commitment to both the 
City of San Jose and the County of Santa Clara that urban development should only 
occur within the Urban Service Areas of cities where urban development can safely and 
reasonably be accommodated and where urban services can efficiently be provided. 
 
10. Intensity of Land Use 
For housing, this is measured as the number of housing units per acre.  For non-residential 
uses, this is measured either as the number of employees per acre or the Floor Area Ratio 
(see separate definition). 
 
11. LAFCO 
LAFCO is the Local Agency Formation Commission, which is empowered by state 
legislation to govern annexations, and changes in the boundaries and organization of 
cities and special districts. 
 
12. Land Use 
Description of what physical structures are actually on a piece of land, as well as what 
types of activities commonly take place on it.  Some land use examples are housing, 
commercial activities, agriculture, and parkland.  Land use planning determines where 
specific structures/activities should be located. 
 
13. Prezoning 
Prezoning is a procedure that establishes zoning for a parcel prior to its annexation.  A 
prezoning does not become effective until the property is annexed to the City of San Jose. 
 
14. Specific Plan 
A specific plan is a more detailed land use plan and policy document for a smaller 
geographic area of the City that serves to further the goals of the General Plan.  Specific 
plans provide detailed direction for development, including the type, location and 
intensity of uses.  They address future public facilities (e.g. parks and schools) and 
infrastructure (e.g. roads and sewers) needed to support development, as well as a 
program of implementation measures and a financing plan.  Specific plans must comply 
with explicit requirement of State law and be consistent with the major strategies, goals, 
and policies of the General Plan.  The must also comply with adopted City Council policy 
and ordinance on Specific Plans. 
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15. Subdivision 
Any division of land for the purpose of sale, lease or finance.  All subdivisions must 
conform to the Zoning Ordinance and the General Plan.  No new lot line may create a 
violation of setbacks, minimum lot size, frontage requirements, or other Zoning 
Ordinance or General Plan standard. 
 
16. Unincorporated Area 
An unincorporated area is real property, which has not been annexed into a city.  
Unincorporated areas are subject to the County’s land use regulations (i.e., County 
zoning), and generally do not benefit from the various municipal services that are 
available to those properties annexed into a City. 
 
17. Urban Service Area 
The Urban Service Area is the area where a full complement of urban services (e.g. sewer, 
water, etc.) provided by the City and other public agencies is generally available, and 
where urban development requiring such services should be located. 
 
18. Urban Services 
Urban services refer to services such as police and fire protection, sewage treatment, 
water supply, and road maintenance.  The City of San Jose provides these urban services 
to developments that are incorporated into the City and within the Urban Service Area 
boundary. 
 
19. Williamson Act Contract 
Williamson Act contracts are used in California to conserve open space and agricultural 
lands by providing property tax reductions in return for agreements with landowners to 
keep the land in agriculture or its natural state.  Once contracts in place, landowners 
must apply for non-renewal in order to become eligible to subdivide or change the use of 
the land to other than those allowed under Williamson Act contracts, also referred to as 
Williamson Act Compatible Uses List.  Under most situations, contracts are not fully 
terminated for ten years from the approval of application for non-renewal, unless a 
request for immediate contract cancellation is approved. 
 
20. Zoning 
Zoning is the way in which the City establishes the use and development standards of 
individual properties.  The City’s Zoning Ordinance provides the land use regulations to 
carry out the policies set forth in the San Jose 2020 General Plan.  Zoning regulates the 
intensity of land uses, and the height, bulk and setback of structures on a site, and in 
doing so ensures that land is used in a manner that best serves the health, safety, and 
general welfare of the entire community. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS
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Source: 
1. City General Plan, Coyote Valley Specific Plan, prepared

by HMH Engineers

2. Existing Land Use, Coyote Valley Specific Plan, prepared
by HMH Engineers

3. Existing Parcelization Map, Dated Sept. 08, 2003, Coyote
Valley Specific Plan, prepared by HMH Engineers

4. Coyote Valley Hydrology Study for the City of San Jose,
Administrative Draft, prepared by Schaaf & Wheeler

5. Coyote Valley Biological Assessment, Draft, prepared by
Wetlands Research Associates, Inc

6. San Francisco Bay Wind Archives, prepared by USGS web
site

Note: 
Information is preliminary and subject to revision

Environmental Footprint Fixed Components
Prepared by: KenKay Associates
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Source: 
1. Cultural Resources Report, Coyote Valley Specific Plan

(CVSP), City of San Jose, Santa Clara County, CA.
Administrative draft for City of San Jose,  Prepared by
Basin Research Associates, Inc, 2004

2. Draft CVSP Planning Consideration, by City of San Jose

Note: 
Information is preliminary and subject to revision

Prepared by: KenKay Associates
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Jose, California, Prepared by Wetlands Research
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Note: 
Information is preliminary and subject to revision
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1. Hazardous Material Evaluation, Coyote Valley Specific

Plan, City of San Jose, CA, "Administrative Plan", 2003,
prepared by ENGEO Incorporated.

Note: 
Information is preliminary and subject to revision
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Prepared by: KenKay Associates
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Source: 
1. Hazardous Materials Evaluation, Coyote Valley Specific

Plan, San Jose, California, Administrative Draft, prepared
by Lowney Associates, 2003

Note: 
Information is preliminary and subject to revision

Environmental Footprint Fixed Components
Prepared by: KenKay Associates



Source: 
1. Coyote Valley Hydrology Study for the City of San Jose,

"Administrative Draft", Prepared by Schaaf & Wheeler,
2003

2. Coyote Valley Biological Assessment, Draft, Prepared by
Wetlands Research Associates, Inc. 2004

Note: 
Information is preliminary and subject to revision

Environmental Footprint Fixed Components
Prepared by: KenKay AssociatesCITY OF SAN JOSE
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Environmental Footprint Fixed Components
Prepared by: KenKay Associates

Source: 
1. City General Plan, Coyote Valley Specific Plan, prepared

by HMH Engineers

2. Existing Land Use, Coyote Valley Specific Plan, prepared
by HMH Engineers

3. Existing Parcelization Map, Dated Sept. 08, 2003, Coyote
Valley Specific Plan, prepared by HMH Engineers

4. Coyote Valley Hydrology Study for the City of San Jose,
Administrative Draft, prepared by Schaaf & Wheeler

5. Coyote Valley Biological Assessment, Draft, by Wetlands
Research Associates, Inc.

6. San Francisco Bay Wind Archives, prepared by USGS web
site

Note: 
Information is preliminary and subject to revision
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Prepared by: KenKay Associates

See SScheme 11 EEnlargement
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GOALS

Preserve existing Fisher Creek
- Provide 100’ setback on both sides
- Preserve existing wetlands, streams and ponds

Develop second reach of Fisher Creek for:
- Flood control/detention
- New habitat
- Recreation
- Visual Resource

PROS: 
Least permit and agency issues

CONS: 
Inefficient use of land
Less flexible for development
Maintains existing Fisher Creek’s poor storm water and habitat
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Environmental Footprint Approaches
Prepared by: KenKay Associates

Scheme 11: EEnlargement
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Environmental Footprint Approaches
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See SScheme 22 EEnlargement
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Environmental Footprint Approaches
Prepared by: KenKay Associates

GOALS
Remove existing Fisher Creek

Create nnew FFisher CCreek iin iits ““natural” eenvironment ffor:
Flood control/detention
New habitats and wetlands
Recreation
Visual Resource

PROS:  
Consolidates storm water into single system

Efficient use of land
Greater recreation & habitat opportunities
Most flexible for development

CONS:   
Extended permit process

Scheme 22: EEnlargement
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Environmental Footprint Approaches
Prepared by: KenKay Associates

GOALS
Provide greenways for storm water

Remove existing Fisher Creek

Provide water features for detention and recreation

Create new Fisher Creek in its “natural” environment 

PROS:  
Multiple points to collect storm water
Water features for natural, visual and recreational uses
Integrates into development pattern

CONS:    
Extended permit process

Scheme 33: EEnlargement
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City of San Jose 

Coyote Valley Specific Plan 
 
 
EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 
The technical consultants and some City staff reviewed and analyzed the 
design concepts discussed at the June Workshop and Task Force 
meeting.  A composite framework (also referred to a “Core Plan”) 
proposed one combination of transit, creek, hydrology and parkway 
solutions. 
 
The technical memoranda from the consultants and staff outline 
assumptions and criteria they employed in their analyses of the design 
concepts.  These analyses are preliminary and general.  More detailed 
analysis will occur later in the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) process. 
 
The following criteria elaborate on ideas from the Task Force and 
community.  Given the preliminary nature of the design concepts, not all 
of the following elements are included in the evaluation of the design 
concepts. 
 
 
1. Technical feasibility – this criterion should ensure that the elements of 

CVSP could be implemented in a manner consistent with prevailing 
and practical science, technology, and industry standards.  
Consultants will measure this feasibility based on their experience, 
professional judgment, recognized industry standards and literature.  
The CVSP is a practical, developable plan, and must be rooted to tried 
and trusted techniques. 
 
 

2. Regulatory Feasibility – several federal, state and local regulatory 
agencies maintain jurisdiction over various elements of the Core Plan, 
and should be consulted for input during the analyses of the plan.  
 
The regulatory agencies include: The US Fish and Wildlife Service; 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; CA Department of 
Fish and Game; US Army Corps of Engineers; US EPA, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, Santa Clara Valley Water District; Santa Clara 
Valley Transportation Authorit y; and Santa Clara County.  It should be 
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noted that other agencies that would be contacted directly by City 
staff are not listed here. 

 
The input of the regulatory agencies is vital for our feasibility assessment 
of the Plan.  Factors to consider in our assessment include: 

 
a) Conformance with the requirements and objectives of the 

regulatory agencies 
b) Typical length of time needed to secure required permits and 

approvals 
c) Cost of permits and any mitigations that may be required 
d) Accessibility and flexibility of regulatory agencies 
e) Level of discretion enjoyed by local staff of regulatory agencies 

 
 

3. Ecological Sustainability – CVSP should be designed to minimize waste, 
efficiently use its natural resources, and to manage and conserve them 
for use of the present and future generations.  Factors to consider 
include: 

 
a) Maintain quality of air 
b) Maintain quality of water 
c) Conserve land, soil, water, energy as precious resources 
d) Maximize use of recycled water 
e) Conserve ecosystems - riparian corridors, fisheries, oak savannas, 

wetlands, etc. 
f) Use of Green Building principles to improve energy, water 

efficiency, and reduce consumption and waste. 
 
 

4. Cost versus Value – This criterion generally relates to the provision of the 
various types of infrastructure (regional facilities like parks, open space, 
police/fire, schools, etc.; backbone infrastructure like streets, water, 
sewer, etc.; and in-tract infrastructure), and who will pay for it, 
recognizing that different types and densities of development place 
different burdens on infrastructure.  Some factors to consider are: 
 
a) Oversizing of early infrastructure 
b) Financing techniques should correspond with types of infrastructure 

and service areas 
c) Facilities should be financed by all primary beneficiaries 
d) Financing contributions from various development types should 

correspond with demands placed on facilities 



Page 3 of 5 

e) Reimbursement mechanisms must account for early “oversizing by 
initial participants 

 
 
5. Inertia/How does it start?  – Factors to consider include: 

 
a) A phasing plan carefully choreographed with an infrastructure plan 
b) A starter strategy and financial feasibility 
c) Starter building typologies and their market viability 
 
 

6. Developability/How does it grow? – Factors to consider include: 
 

a) An economically sound strategy for phasing the development of 
the various elements of the design concepts (transit, parkway 
system, focal lake, creek realignments, wetlands relocations, etc.) 

b) Review and permitting time of regulatory agencies should be 
considered 

c) Develop a synergistic growth sequence for different t ypologies, 
infrastructure, and public amenities 

 
 

7. Risk – Dependence on what can’t be controlled:  This criterion aims to 
minimize risk.  In this regard consultants should assess the degree to 
which typologies include: 

 
a) Opportunities for diverse job/employment base and not overly 

depend on a single industry 
b) High rises which contain a diversity of unit types for different family 

configurations and income levels 
c) Various housing types and tenancies 
 
 

8. Social Equity – this criterion is meant to mitigate potential impacts a 
measure of the CVSP on social issues/services such as jobs, housing, 
education, health care and transportation.  The following are some 
measures to consider in the Plan: 

 
a) Diversity of employment opportunities for all job sectors, and at all 

income levels 
b) Housing for all ages, ethnicities, family configurations and income 

groups 
c) Schools and educational facilities for all age groups 
d) Accessible health care 
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e) Convenient and affordable access to transportation facilities 
 
 

9. Contribution to San Jose and Region:  The CVSP should be a model for 
smart growth planning and development.  If done right, it will bring 
visibility to San Jose and the region at large.  Factors to consider in the 
analyses include: 

 
a) The CVSP includes at least 50,000 jobs.  How would this contribute to 

employment and economic growth to San Jose and the region? 
b) The CVSP includes at least 25,000 residential units, twenty percent of 

which are designated as affordable.  How will this affect the 
regional housing stock? 

c) The CVSP is charged with maintaining the Coyote Greenbelt as a 
non-urban buffer between the City of San Jose and Morgan Hill.  
How does maintenance of the Greenbelt impact San Jose and the 
Region in terms of open space preservation and trail connectivity 
across the valley? 

d) How will the CVSP contribute to San Jose’s continuing efforts to 
achieve a balance of jobs and housing (given the fact that most 
employed residents in San Jose work outside the City)? 

e) Would CVSP jobs contribute to a reverse commute during commute 
hours, and therefore bring about better utilization of the 
transportation infrastructure? 

 
 

10. Council’s Vision and Expected Outcomes:  These are the approved 
guidelines for preparing the CVSP, and they should be adhered to.  A 
copy of these guidelines is attached (Attachment I), and can be 
obtained from the Coyote Valley Specific Plan website at www.ci.san-
jose.ca.us/coyotevalley/.  How do the design concepts address these 
guidelines? 

 
 
11. Traffic impacts within and surrounding Coyote Valley:  The City’s 

intention is to minimize traffic impacts with Coyote Valley and 
surrounding communities.  How do the following transportation 
elements address that intent? 

 
a) Future Caltrain station 
b) Coyote Valley transit system 
c) Parkway system 
d) An internal grid system linked to the parkway system on the 

perimeter of the site 
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e) Trails connected to surrounding regional trail systems 
f) Construction of future interchanges with Highway 101 
g) Connections between the west and east sides of Monterey Road 

for vehicular, pedestrian, equestrian and possibly wildlife movement 
across the valley 

 
 

12. Healthy lifestyle:  This criterion should measure the degree to which the 
CVSP provides/promotes the following: 

 
a) Healthy, safe and attractive neighborhoods 
b) Parks and open space 
c) Community facilities (community centers, churches, etc.) 
d) Facilities for social events – plazas, squares, amphitheaters, etc. 
 
 

13. Walkability: 
 

a) Tree lined streets 
b) Interconnected trails, and parks/recreation and open space 

systems 
c) Streets with det ached sidewalk, and scaled to allow comfortable 

pedestrian circulation 
d) Transit stations that are within walking distances (no more than ½ 

mile) from residences and other destinations 
e) Traffic level of service and timed intersections that are not weighted 

in favor of the automobile 
 
 

14. Equitable spread of costs and benefits – see Cost versus Value above 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
\\Pbce005\CoyoteValley_SpecificPlan\CVSP Plan Development\LandPlanning_UrbanDesign\Conceptual 
Design Alternatives and Workbooks\Criteria for Technical Analyses_7.02.04.doc 
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COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
COMPOSITE FRAMEWORK

Santa Clara Valley Water District

The District has determined that in the regional context, there is an 
adequate supply of water to serve Coyote Valley.

Interests and Objectives - Overall Project

§ Maximum usage of recycled water

§ Protection of groundwater basin

§ Sustainability of water supply

§ Maximum conservation of water

Interests and Objectives - Lake

§ Maintain barrier between lake and groundwater basin

§ Create separation between lake and Fisher Creek

§ Use treated recycled water for lake

§ Develop maintenance program 



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
COMPOSITE FRAMEWORK

Valley Transportation Authority – VTA

§ Roadway and Transit within countywide transportation planning process

§ Evaluate broad range of transit options:

Rail

Non-rail

Bus Rapid Transit

§ Consider VTA future transit corridor studies

§ Identify funding strategies

§ Enhance bicycle and pedestrian connections

§ Incorporate Transit-Oriented Development scenarios

§ Explore development opportunities – CalTrain activities

§ Incorporate VTA’s CDT Program guidelines 

§ Establish and promote VTA/City coordination efforts



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
COMPOSITE FRAMEWORK

PARKWAY SYSTEM

•TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

•REGULATORY FEASIBILITY

•ECOLOGICAL SUSTAINABILITY

•COST/VALUE

•INERTIA

•DEVELOPABILITY

•RISK

•SOCIAL EQUITY

•CONTRIBUTION TO SJ & REGION

•COUNCIL’S VISION & EXPECTATIONS

•TRAFFIC IMPACTS

•HEALTHY LIFESTYLE

•WALKABILITY

•EQUITY SPREAD: COSTS & BENEFITS



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

ECONOMIC FILTERS for the PARKWAY SYSTEM Alternatives

§Added Value

§Valley Floor and Grand Boulevard serve most land, add most value

§Incremental Growth/Investment

§Valley Floor and Grand Boulevard avoid hillside, can grow in pieces

§Maximize Developable Land

§Grand Boulevard best shares rights-of-way, maximizes land

§Distribute Costs and Benefits

§Valley Floor and Grand Boulevard avoid division of IBM site

§ Conclusion: Valley Floor and Grand Boulevard offer comparable  
benefits

PRINCIPLES  s STRATEGIES s FILTERS



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
COMPOSITE FRAMEWORK

FOCAL FEATURE

•TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

•REGULATORY FEASIBILITY

•ECOLOGICAL SUSTAINABILITY

•COST/VALUE

•INERTIA

•DEVELOPABILITY

•RISK

•SOCIAL EQUITY

•CONTRIBUTION TO SJ & REGION

•COUNCIL’S VISION & EXPECTATIONS

•TRAFFIC IMPACTS

•HEALTHY LIFESTYLE

•WALKABILITY

•EQUITY SPREAD: COSTS & BENEFITS



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

ECONOMIC FILTERS for the FOCAL FEATURE Alternatives

§Added Value

§Central Lake adds most value, best facilitates density

§Incremental Growth/Investment

§Central Green and Series of Lakes allow more incremental growth

§Maximize Developable Land

§Central Lake best consolidates needed water retention with desired 
amenity, preserves most land for development

§Distribute Costs and Benefits

§All 3 alternatives require land dedications from numerous properties

§ Conclusion: Central Lake offers strongest economic benefits

PRINCIPLES  s STRATEGIES s FILTERS



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
COMPOSITE FRAMEWORK

FISHER CREEK 
ALIGNMENT

•TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

•REGULATORY FEASIBILITY

•ECOLOGICAL SUSTAINABILITY

•COST/VALUE

•INERTIA

•DEVELOPABILITY

•RISK

•SOCIAL EQUITY

•CONTRIBUTION TO SJ & REGION

•COUNCIL’S VISION & EXPECTATIONS

•TRAFFIC IMPACTS

•HEALTHY LIFESTYLE

•WALKABILITY

•EQUITY SPREAD: COSTS & BENEFITS



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

ECONOMIC FILTERS for the FISHER CREEK Alternatives

§Added Value

§Relocation and “Additional Reach” most attractive, add most value

§Incremental Growth/Investment

§All 3 alternatives require early additions to water flow capacity

§Maximize Developable Land

§Relocation consumes least land, maximizes development

§Distribute Costs and Benefits

§All 3 alternatives require land dedications from numerous properties

§ Conclusion: Relocation offers strongest economic benefits

PRINCIPLES  s STRATEGIES s FILTERS
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

 
 
DATE: August 2, 2004 JOB NO: CYHG.01.03-003 
 
 
SUBJECT: HYDROLOGIC ANALYSES FOR CVSP COMPOSITE CORE PLAN 
 

 
 
PURPOSE 
This technical memorandum examines hydrologic impacts of the Coyote Valley Specific Plan 
Composite Core Plan, which is the so-called “armature” plan as the recommended 
comprehensive design alternative for Coyote Valley.  Schaaf & Wheeler has analyzed valley 
hydrology in the context of several evaluation criteria: 
 

a) Technical feasibility 
b) Regulatory feasibility 
c) Ecological sustainability 
d) Value added 
e) Inertia (getting started) 
f) Growth over time 
g) Risk 
h) Social equity 
i) Regional contribution 
j) Council Vision and Expected Outcomes 
k) Traffic impacts within and surrounding Coyote Valley 
l) Healthy lifestyle 
m) Walkability 
n) Equitable spread of costs and benefits 

 
Many of the evaluation criteria are hydrologically “neutral” as identified in this TM.   
 
In addition to the Composite Core Plan, two additional environmental footprint concepts are 
evaluated and compared to the Core Plan. The intent of the evaluation is to provide feedback to 
the land planning process in advance of more detailed planning and design work. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
Several preliminary conclusions can be reached based on hydrologic analyses of proposed land 
use plans and environmental footprints for Coyote Valley: 
 

1) A restored Fisher Creek riparian corridor (approximately 300 feet in average total 
width) and multi-purpose lake (minimum 60 surface acres) through the Coyote 
Valley Urban Reserve preserve sufficient flood storage in mid-Coyote to mitigate 
increased 100-year peak runoff into Coyote Creek. 

 
2) Without the lake to provide urban detention during extreme runoff events, the 

relocation of Fisher Creek as shown in the core armature plan is not sufficient to 
fully mitigate increased runoff to Coyote Creek.  Additional floodplain storage 
would be required. 

 
3) It is not necessary to divert Fisher Creek into the proposed lake to achieve peak 

runoff mitigation. In fact, diversions of Fisher Creek discharge tend to overwhelm 
the lake as presently envisioned leading to large potential fluctuations in winter 
water levels. 

 
4) Flood protection facilities approved for North Coyote are sufficient to service the 

core land use plan as presently envisioned. 
 

5) If disturbance to the existing Fisher Creek conveyance through mid-Coyote is 
avoided, a bypass floodway roughly equivalent in size to the proposed relocation of 
Fisher Creek is still required; and that bypass would logically follow the footprint of 
the relocated creek through the areas of lowest relief south of Bailey Avenue. 

 
6) Because the current Fisher Creek alignment would receive low flows, it would be 

difficult to maintain certain habitats in any flood bypass. 
 

7) The flood attenuation function of a focal lake could be dispersed to multiple small 
lakes, but the sum total area of those lakes is likely to be larger than for a single 
centralized lake. 

 
8) The focal lake shown in the core plan should be isolated from the groundwater 

table. 
 

9) Variations in environmental footprints for drainage and flow conveyance should 
have neutral impacts on groundwater resources in Coyote Valley. 

 
10) The selection of one of the basic three environmental footprints or variations 

thereof, will not have a significant impact in terms of meeting Council’s vision and 
expected outcomes. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FOOTPRINTS 
Coyote Valley is part of the Santa Clara Valley that lies between the eastern flank of the Santa 
Cruz Mountains and the west side of the Diablo Range.  The valley is part of Coyote Creek’s 
watershed, which is the largest watershed (over 320 square miles) within Santa Clara County. 
After leaving Coyote Valley through the Narrows, Coyote Creek traverses San Jose and Milpitas 
on its way to San Francisco Bay.   
 
Coyote Valley is the smallest of three valleys between the Diablo Range to the east and Santa 
Cruz Mountains to the west.  (An oblique view of the valley is provided below.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Coyote Valley from Tulare Hill Looking South 
 
Coyote Creek is known as a “perched” creek, one that is set above its natural floodplain. Formed 
by alluvial action over geologic time, water spilling out of the stream will flow away from it, and 
in this case down gradient  to the north and west toward Fisher Creek which more closely hugs 
lower areas adjacent to the Santa Teresa Hills.  A railroad berm and concrete median barrier that 
transects the valley from north to south adjacent to Monterey Highway tends to prevent spill 
from Coyote Creek from entering Fisher Creek. 
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Most of the CVSP lies within the Fisher Creek watershed, which drains 16 square miles of 
undeveloped uplands and agricultural valley floor to the Coyote Narrows.  By comparison, only 
a relatively small portion of the valley east of Monterey Highway drains directly to Coyote 
Creek.  At its confluence with Fisher Creek, Coyote Creek and its eastern tributaries drain 
approximately 205 square miles. Discharge in Coyote Creek downstream of the Narrows is 
therefore dominated by discharge in Coyote Creek upstream of the Narrows rather than Fisher 
Creek.  Anderson Reservoir provides water supply storage and incidental flood control storage 
for Coyote Creek south (upstream) of the specific plan area.  Flood flow releases are 
uncontrolled. 
 
Creek Characteristics 
As it flows through the study area, Coyote Creek is an incised natural channel perched above its 
westerly floodplain.  Sands and gravels predominate along its bed, and several man-made 
quarries have somewhat altered its natural flow regimes.  Historically, Coyote Creek has 
meandered throughout its valley.  In its present form, the creek is able to contain the majority of 
its discharge, even under estimated 100-year (one percent) flooding conditions.  By comparing 
creek cross sections taken under existing conditions to those taken in the late 1970s, it appears 
that the creek has shifted a bit in places and may have enlarged itself during the flood events in 
intervening years.  The SCVWD does not list this reach of Coyote Creek as one prone to 
streambed degradation or aggradation. 
 
The Fisher Creek channel is a manmade earthen channel within the Urban Reserve and North 
Coyote Valley areas, improved by a reclamation project in about 1963, and generally privately 
owned and maintained for agricultural drainage.  The channel reach from Monterey Highway 
upstream to Bailey Avenue was constructed as a reclamation ditch to drain the low-lying area 
known as Laguna Seca.  The existing channel is generally shallow and includes low levees.  
Most of the channel upstream of Santa Teresa Boulevard is located east of the lowest areas of the 
valley.  Smaller drainage ditches west of the Fisher Creek channel collect agricultural and 
hillside runoff and discharge to Fisher Creek, which also drains the area east to the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR). North of Bailey Avenue the channel has capacity for approximately the 10-
year flood; south of Bailey Avenue existing channel capacity is for the 5-year flood, or less. 
 
As discussed in Chapter 2, low lying areas north of Bailey Avenue are subject to periodic 
inundation during wetter years.  Clay deposits relatively close to the ground surface create a 
perched groundwater table and prevent deep percolation of surface runoff.  The Laguna Seca 
area adjacent to the southwest quadrant of Tulare Hill is particularly susceptible to ponding. 
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Laguna Seca in North Coyote Valley 

 
In 1982 the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) produced a set of maps that 
identify flood hazards within Coyote Valley.  This Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) remains 
the official effective document governing the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) as it is 
applied within the valley in both the City of San Jose and unincorporated Santa Clara County; 
and has land development implications for areas in both the Fisher Creek and Coyote Creek 
floodplains. 
 
Methodology 
To focus on an evaluation of alternative footprints and various feasibility criteria, simplified 
numerical methodologies have been employed.  Land use typologies provided by the Dahlin 
Group have been converted to GIS format to estimate land cover (percent impervious) and 
superimposed over the rainfall-runoff model used to prepare the Conditional Letter of Map 
Revision for the Coyote Valley Research Park.  Unit hydrograph techniques from the Santa 
Clara County Drainage Manual (Schaaf & Wheeler, 2004) are used to estimate 10- and 100-year 
runoff after proposed development for comparison to pre-development runoff at the Confluence 
of Fisher and Coyote Creek. 
 
Incorporation of Best Management Practices that minimize directly connected impervious areas 
(e.g. bioswales and other surface treatment systems in lieu of hard piped outfalls to receiving 
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waters) are modeled by using a lumped parameter for percent impervious (hardscape) cover over 
permeable soils.  Uniform infiltration rates are taken directly from the CVRP CLOMR model. 
 
The environmental footprint in Coyote Valley must serve to preserve floodplain storage and 
prevent increases in downstream discharges or impacts. 
 
FISHER CREEK WATERSHED 
The core armature plan’s environmental footprint moves water through the valley in its natural 
(pre-existing) course.  The drainage basin map shown below details the subdivision of tributary 
drainage areas used for analysis.   

 
Tributary drainage areas used for hydrologic analyses 
 
The current Fisher Creek would be abandoned from Richmond Avenue to Bailey Avenue.  South 
of Richmond, a riparian corridor would be restored along the creek, and this corridor would be 
continued through the lowlands between Richmond and Bailey in the creek’s historic course.  
The corridor would average roughly 300 feet in total width, varied for interest, with about 30 feet 
left open and maintained for flood flow conveyance.  Based on planned facilities north of Bailey 
Avenue, the channel would be between 8 and 10 feet deep to the low-flow channel.  In concept, 
the riparian corridor would look something like this: 
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Flood flows are conveyed through the open water portion of the corridor, which is maintained, 
while the riparian areas provide flood storage to help reduce downstream flows.  A series of 
control structures (e.g. culverts) at road crossings are sized to back water up into the riparian 
areas, which are ineffective for flow conveyance. 
 
When this concept is modeled using the 300-foot corridor from the core plan, 100-year Fisher 
Creek discharge at Coyote Creek (2,200 cfs) exceeds existing conditions discharge (1,890 cfs).  
Either this riparian corridor needs to be enlarged, or an additional storage facility provided. 
 
Focal Lake 
The focal lake provides the necessary means for further reductions in post-urban runoff.  A 
preliminary lake concept with about 60 acres of surface area, a vertical bulkhead at the normal 
pool elevation, and 5:1 maximum side slopes away from the lake has been modeled. 
 
In the most optimum drainage configuration, urban areas in the Northeast District would drain to 
the lake rather than Fisher Creek, discharging urban runoff across an environmental edge for 
pollutant filtration.  Under this scenario, the predicted results listed in Table 1 are achieved.  
“Constraint” refers either to an existing condition that must be matched, or a design constraint 
imposed by previously approved facilities in North Coyote. 
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Table 1:  Core Plan Model Conditions on Fisher Creek 

 
 Discharge or Stage 
Condition Constraint Proposed 
 
Bailey Avenue Discharge 
 
Laguna Seca Storage 
Elevation 
 
Discharge to Coyote Creek 
 
Focal Lake Surcharge 

 
2,975 cfs 

 
250 feet ± 

 
 

1,890 cfs 
 

 

 
2,910 cfs 

 
250.1 feet 

 
 

1,835 cfs 
 

4.1 feet 
 
 
At a 5:1 edge slope, a four foot surcharge means a band of maximum winter ponding outside the 
normal lake surface of 20 feet.  Further iterations based on different lake edge treatments are 
recommended if this is an unacceptable solution. (It should also be pointed out that more detailed 
analysis will be necessary once a firmer lake grading plan is available.) To decrease this 
surcharge, additional storage throughout the valley is required or the lake needs to be larger. 
 
Some thought and analysis was given to allowing overflow from Fisher Creek into the focal lake. 
Regulatory hurdles may abound, but more practically; any substantial flood overflow from the 
creek into the lake overwhelms it in its present configuration and leads to untenable surcharges. 
(In one case with less reserved floodplain storage, 27 feet of lake surcharge was predicted.) 
 
Winter surcharge can be accommodated within surrounding park uses, but there will be 
maintenance issues in terms of damaged landscaping, mud and silt removal, and a discontinuity 
of use.  Public safety in the face of unpredictable weather is also an issue with joint use facilities 
such as this.  Not allowing Fisher Creek flows into the lake may help ameliorate water quality 
issues during surcharge periods.  Ten-year surcharge is predicted to be two feet with the core 
plan facility. 
 
The focal lake has been modeled with a 48-inch diameter morning glory spillway set at the 
midpoint of the vertical bulkhead, discharging to Fisher Creek.  An emerge ncy spillway (weir) 
will also be provided in the event of normal spillway blockage or other problem.  (The model 
shows no spill over the emergency release during a one-percent event.)  The “safety valve” for 
flood releases should be downstream to the Fishe r Creek Bypass, not into the focal lake. 
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Model scenarios have also been run allowing the Southeastern District to drain to the lake 
through the conceptual urban canal.  However, the lake would need to be larger to absorb the 
additional runoff without excessive surcharge (up to ten feet).  It is therefore proposed to drain 
this area to the urban canal at Santa Teresa Boulevard, but then back to Fisher Creek rather than 
to the lake. 
 
Keeping the Fisher Creek Alignment 
The path of least resistance from a regulatory perspective is to leave the Fisher Creek alignment 
alone.  However, it is woefully inadequate to convey either natural or urban runoff through the 
valley.  A flood bypass similar to the riparian corridor is still necessary to convey flood flows to 
waiting facilities at Bailey Avenue.  Without a supply of low-flows, riparian habitats may be 
difficult to establish in this bypass.  Recreational uses and other types of linear parks would, 
however, be compatible with the flood protection function. 
 
Smaller Lakes 
Smaller, dispersed lakes, seasonal wetlands and other dry detention facilities could be used to 
perform the flood flow attenuation function of the focal lake.  Without examining a myriad of 
possibilities quantitatively, experience suggests that while such an alternative concept is feasible; 
often the sum total area of the dispersed lakes might exceed the total attenuation volume of the 
centralized focal lake due to issues in hydrograph timing and so forth.  Further analysis would be 
required if such an alternative were to be considered. 
 
COYOTE CREEK WATERSHED 
As indicated by Table 2, proposed development east of Monterey Highway has less than a 0.1 
percent impact on discharge at the confluence.  The larger issue is the plan for development 
within Coyote Creek’s natural overbank floodplain. 
 
 

Table 2: Hydrologic Impacts of Urbanization East of Monterey Highway 
 

Location 

Existing 
100-year 
Discharge 

(cfs) 

Developed 
100-year 
Discharge 

(cfs) 

Downstream Anderson Reservoir 12,615 12,615 

Upstream Fisher Creek Confluence 12,803 12,811 

Downstream Fisher Creek Confluence 13,495 13,502 
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It is also noted that the District’s design discharges for Coyote Creek differ by about 15 percent 
from the published FIS, in which the 100-year discharge for this reach of Coyote Creek is 15,000 
cfs. This difference may be due to differences in antecedent storage assumptions and design 
rainfall; and is significant because a 1,300 cfs spill across from Palm Avenue causes the 
overbank flooding: 
 

 
 
 
This issue needs to be resolved in one of two ways: 
 

1) Allow for the flow of roughly 1,300 cfs through the development by providing 
channel or street conveyance.  Particular attention would be paid to the looping 
reconfiguration of Monterey Highway, which could block flow. 

 
2) Place fill in the area to lift development above the floodplain.  Since this is a 

perched creek, fill may be placed without affecting Coyote Creek between the 
natural banks and previously spilled flow would remain in the channel.  With 
15,000 cfs design discharge the maximum increase in Coyote Creek’s water surface 
in reaction to the fill is about 0.8 foot.  This will be a regulatory issue, although it 
appears that no significant damage to surrounding properties results.  With a design 
discharge of 12,800 cfs (per SCVWD) this is not an issue. 
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Eventually, a far more detailed analysis of the Coyote Creek floodplain is required, including an 
update of current channel vegetation and roughness. 
 
COYOTE VALLEY GROUNDWATER BASIN 
The choice of an environmental footprint potentially affects the groundwater basin by altering 
patterns of groundwater recharge and discharge through Fisher Creek.  The focal lake presents an 
additional opportunity for direct groundwater recharge or discharge. 
 
Assuming that the depths of alternative channel and bypass alignments are roughly equivalent, 
the choice of an alternative is hydrologically neutral in its impact on the groundwater resource. A 
focal lake is likely to be lined and hydraulically disconnected from the groundwater, so its 
impact on the basin is limited as well. 
 
EVALUATION CRITERIA 
In summary, an environmental footprint analyses from the perspective of hydrology impacts the 
filtering criteria as such: 
 
 

a) Technical feasibility – each of the alternative footprints is technically feasible in concept, 
but without the focal lake, additional storage must be built into the plan. 

 
b) Regulatory feasibility – while implementation of the core plan will take additional 

regulatory effort relative to an avoidance concept for Fisher Creek, that effort should pay 
rewards in terms of a more natural and sustainable system. 

 
c) Ecological sustainability – The core plan footprint is the most sustainable plan for Fisher 

Creek since it flows with rather than fights nature.  The focal lake adds sustainability 
issues to the equation. 

 
d) Value added – the core plan adds a focal point to the development and valuable riparian 

habitat.  Other plans have similar values to the community although the core plan appears 
to be the most appealing.  Hydrologically, the core plan functions the best. 

 
e) Inertia (getting started) – the proposed environmental footprint will likely start and define 

the development. 
 
f) Growth over time – Flood protection facilities are needed immediately.  Phased growth is 

not an option.  Drainage systems can grow over time to connect into waiting downstream 
facilities. 

 
g) Risk – Each flood protection alternative would be designed to meet national standards, 

which allow a one percent annual chance for exceedence. Nothing is risk-free. 
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h) Social equity – not applicable 
 
i) Regional contribution – preservation of flood storage to attenuate downstream releases. 
 
j) Council Vision and Expected Outcomes – Drainage and flood protection are not 

specifically addressed in this document, but the environmental footprint is compatible 
with “a rich system of parks, trails, and recreation areas.” 

 
k) Traffic impacts within and surrounding Coyote Valley – hydrologically neutral. 
 
l) Healthy lifestyle – Protection from floodwaters and nuisance waters (both flowing and 

standing) is essential to a healthy lifestyle.  Best management practices eliminating 
buried drainage system should be evaluated very carefully, particularly with the 
appearance of the West Nile Virus in Santa Clara County. 

 
m) Walkability – hydrologically neutral. 
 
n) Equitable spread of costs and benefits – assumed for each alternative footprint. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 
Technical Memorandum  

Determination of Environmental Impacts for the  
Coyote Valley Specific Plan 

 
 
This technical memorandum provides an evaluation of the potential impacts to biological resources for 
three Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) Alternatives.  The Coyote Valley Core Composite Plan 
(Core Plan) was analyzed for potential impacts to protected sensitive habitat types such as wetlands and 
riparian habitat and to federal or state endangered species and/or their habitat.  The Core Plan and two 
other project alternatives were analyzed based on biological and regulatory consequences of differing 
alignments of Fisher Creek.  Potential impacts were based on previous studies of biological resources 
within the CVSP area. 
 
Potential impacts to wetlands, waters, and riparian areas as a result of the development of the Core Plan 
include up to 20 acres of impacts to wetlands, 30,595 linear feet (10 acres) of impacts to streams, 6 
acres of impacts to ponds, and 23 acres of impacts to riparian areas.  Many of these impacts are a 
result of the restoration of Fisher Creek to its historical alignment, which would improve the overall 
habitat value of the Fisher Creek corridor.  In addition, potential impacts could also occur to habitat for 
the federally threatened California tiger salamander, bay checkerspot butterfly, California red-legged 
frog, western burrowing owl, and salmonids as a result of the development of the Core Plan. 
 
The analysis of the biological and regulatory consequences of the differing alignments of Fisher Creek 
contained in the three CVSP alternatives found that all three plans are technically feasible, although the 
two alternatives involving realignments of Fisher Creek would require more study before 
implementation.  All three alternatives would require similar levels of permitting and consultation with the 
federal, state, and local regulatory agencies.  However, the direction of Fisher Creek into a focal lake 
would not likely be favored by these agencies and therefore be less feasible on a regulatory level.  
Fisher Creek in its current alignment would likely not be ecologically sustainable as it would not be able 
to accommodate the flow regimes imposed by urban environments.  Directing the flow of Fisher Creek 
through a focal lake would likely have major impacts on the water quality of Fisher Creek and Coyote 
Creek, affecting the long term ecological sustainability of these resources.  As currently designed, the 
Core Plan would impact the greatest amount of sensitive habitat among the three reviewed plans.  
However, if final project designs reduce these impacts and incorporate necessary mitigation, this would 



be the most ecologically sustainable alternative. 
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Technical Memorandum:

Determination of Environmental Impacts for the 
Coyote Valley Specific Plan Preferred Alternative

I.  Introduction

The purpose of this memo is to provide an evaluation of the potential impacts to biological
resources for three Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) Alternatives.  WRA was requested to
examine (1) potential impacts to sensitive biological resources (protected habitat types such as
wetlands and riparian habitat and federal or state endangered species) that could occur as a result
of development of the CVSP Core Composite Plan, and; (2) differing biological and regulatory
consequences of three alternatives containing differing alignments of Fisher Creek.  This
document provides the methods, assumptions, and results of these analyses.

II.  Methods 

CVSP Core Composite Plan Analysis

Potential impacts to sensitive biological resources for the CVSP Core Composite Plan were
identified based on a review of background literature and previous studies performed by WRA
regarding habitats and special status species present in the CVSP area.  Following the
identification of potential impacts, the impacts were calculated using a Geographic Information
System (GIS) database.  GIS data from WRA studies of wetlands, streams, riparian resources,
and special status wildlife species was overlain on a digital version of the draft CVSP Core
Composite Plan.  All areas that were identified in the Core Composite Plan as being planned for
development (i.e., housing areas, roads, focal lake, and infrastructure) were included in the
analysis of  impacts.  Sensitive biological resources (habitat or species presence) in areas planned
for development were considered impacted.  Resources that were shown in the Core Composite
Plan as being present in their original position and alignment following development or were
contained in areas identified as open space by the plan were considered avoided.  Additional
potential impacts that were not quantifiable at the present time were also identified and are
discussed in the results section of this document.  All calculated impacts are estimated and will
be revised as more information regarding specifics of the Core Composite Plan become
available.  



Analysis of Differing Alignments of Fisher Creek

WRA also analyzed the biological and regulatory consequences of alternative alignments of
Fisher Creek contained in three CVSP alternatives.  The alternatives examined included: 

• Alternative 1: An environmental footprint that is based on regulatory ease through
avoidance of Fisher Creek and does not propose a lake; 

• Alternative 2: An environmental footprint that incorporates multiple small lakes and
enhances Fisher Creek; and 

• Alternative 3: Restoration of Fisher Creek to its natural flow line and a focal lake (Core
Composite Plan).  

The analysis was performed using a specific set of filtering criteria provided by the City of San
Jose.  As not all of the filtering criteria were applicable to an environmental resources analysis,
WRA performed the analysis of the three alternatives using the following criteria: (a) technical
feasibility; (b) regulatory feasibility; and (c) ecological sustainability. 

III.  Results and Discussion

Core Composite Plan Analysis

Direct impacts to sensitive habitats that would occur as a result of the Core Composite Plan for
Coyote Valley are summarized below.  

Table 1.  Potential impacts to biological resources for the CVSP Core Composite Plan. 

Wetlands Streams Ponds Riparian Areas

Total Impacts 20.1 acres 30,595 linear feet
9.9 acres

5.7 acres 23.1 acres

The impacts to wetlands are largely associated with the re-alignment of Fisher Creek and the
construction of the floodway.  This re-alignment and floodway construction will require
excavation and filling of wetlands; however, there is also an opportunity to restore wetlands
within the flood plain.  While this loss would be considered temporary; the construction activity
would a permit and necessitate mitigation.  Other losses to wetlands include alignments of the
parkway, lost of wetlands along Fisher Creek, and development.   The stream impacts are
associated with the loss of the existing man-made Fisher Creek and the small tributaries to Fisher
Creek within the Urban Reserve and the North Coyote area.   The impacts to ponds are associated
with the proposed development for North Coyote.  The impacts to riparian areas are the loss of
habitat along the current alignment of Fisher Creek and the tributaries to Fisher Creek in the
Urban Reserve.

The Core Composite Plan could also directly impact the federally threatened California Tiger



Salamander (CTS), which is known to occur in at least one of the ponds along the western border
of the Urban Reserve.  Development proposed in this area may impact an unquantified amount of
CTS estivation (summer hibernation) habitat near this pond.  The additional connector ramps to
Highway 101 have the potential to impact serpentine grasslands that occur along Highway 101
east of the CVSP area.  A water reservoir might also be constructed to support this project and
could have direct impacts to serpentine habitats including critical habitat for the Bay Checkerspot
Butterfly. California red-legged frog habitat may be impacted by interchanges to be located along
Coyote Creek.  Finally, burrowing owl habitat will be impacted by the project through loss of
known nesting site and foraging area.

Indirect impacts may occur to salmonids in Coyote Creek as a result of overflow from the focal
lake into Fisher Creek.  Lakes and ponds along creek systems tend to raise water temperatures,
increase sedimentation, and provide habitat for non-native predatory fish which can impact
salmonid populations through reduction of habitat quality and predation.  The focal lake adjacent
to Fisher Creek has the potential to overflow into Fisher Creek during major storm events. 
Although this would occur seldomly, there is potential for release of predatory fish, large
sediment plumes, and pollutants from the lake into Fisher Creek, which may impact salmonids in
Coyote Creek.  

Finally, indirect impacts to Bay Checkerspot butterfly may result from air pollution discharge. 
This impact was noted by the US Fish and Wildlife Service for the North Coyote project and has
yet to be analyzed for the Composite Core Plan.

Analysis of CVSP Alternatives

The results of this analysis are more generalized than the review of the Core Composite Plan due
to less detail contained in the plans for the two other alternatives. 

(A) Technical Feasibility:

All three alternatives are technically feasible from a biological perspective.  All of the
alternatives will require permitting by the federal and state resource agencies which may affect
their ability to be implemented.  However, it is not likely that the any of the alternatives would
result in an appeal by the Environmental Protection Agency nor a jeopardy opinion by
the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  

Alternatives 2 and 3 would require additional study for proper implementation due to changes in
the flow and alignment of Fisher Creek.  

(B) Regulatory Feasibility: 

All three alternatives will require the following permits or agreements:

• Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) from the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG), 



• Section 404 Individual Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
• Section 401 certification and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

permit from the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 
• Section 7 consultation from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
• a Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) permit, 
• a heritage tree removal permit from the City of San Jose, and 
• a Riparian Corridor study for Santa Clara County.  

Because of the size and complexity of the CVSP, all alternatives are likely to require major
permits for the agencies and the timing of those permits is likely to be the same despite
differences in impacts and mitigation.  The opportunities for mitigation within the CVSP are
likely to be sufficient to meet the needs of direct impacts to habitats and species, based on current
information.  However, indirect impacts associated with loss of CTS estivation habitat and air
pollution impacts to serpentine habitat may need to be mitigated through off-site acquisition.

Alternative 1: Maintaining Fisher Creek in its current alignment meets the base
requirements set forth in the Clean Water Act and the Regional Board Basin Plan in that
it “avoids” wetlands and riparian areas.  However, the increased flows from urban runoff
would cause further erosion and degradation of the stream.  As a result, Fisher Creek
would have to be improved or altered to handle the change in the land use of its
watershed.   In addition, the “new reach” of Fisher Creek constructed to handle flood
flows may result in diversion of some of the water in the existing channel.  A portion of
this new reach would impact existing farmed wetlands.  While on the surface, this
alternative may appear to avoid impacts to wetlands and riparian areas, it will still require
major permits from the federal and state agencies. 

Alternative 2: This alternative would restore Fisher Creek to its historic alignment as can
best be assumed from the available data while maintaining the existing alignment.  While
resulting in greater fill in wetlands where the new alignment crosses, it may be viewed as
a restoration of the historic Creek.  Loss of wetlands and riparian habitat would be
mitigated within the new alignment of the floodway.  This alternative would require
consultation DFG and USFWS due to the potential for impacts to water quality and
special status species such as steelhead and CTS as a result of the incorporation of ponds
and redirection of flow from Fisher Creek into the focal lake.   

Alternative 3: This alternative has many of the same features and issues as Alternative 2;
however, it will result in the loss of current alignment of Fisher Creek.  The mitigation
required for this alternative would likely be highest of the three alternatives.     

(C) Ecological Sustainability

Alternative 1: This alternative would be the most effective at maintaining the current
quality of water resources as it would directly impact the smallest amount of existing
resources.  However, it is not likely that Fisher Creek will be sustainable in its current
alignment following the development of the CVSP area.  Water resources in the CVSP



area have been extensively modified by agricultural activity and do not represent natural
conditions in the site, lowering the long term value of habitat for biological resources.   

Alternative 2: This alternative could reduce the quality of existing water resources in the
CVSP area.  The flow of Fisher Creek through multiple small lakes and the focal lake
would likely reduce the water quality in Fisher Creek and Coyote Creek, contributing to
higher water temperatures, altering sediment dynamics, and favoring non-native species. 
However, the amount of other biological resources, such as riparian areas and wetlands,
conserved, created or enhanced by this alternative is potentially the highest of the three
alternatives.  In addition, the placement of the newly aligned Fisher Creek near the
western foothills would provide a natural buffer between the development and the
undeveloped areas.

Alternative 3: If properly designed, the realignment of Fisher Creek has the potential to
enhance the current quality of water resources in the CVSP area, improving the habitat
quality for steelhead and other special status species.  However, this may come at the
expense of loss of existing riparian habitat along the existing Fisher Creek and wetlands
currently present in the proposed area of realignment, which would require additional
mitigation.  This mitigation would be most feasible and ecologically sustainable if
implemented within the realigned Fisher Creek corridor.   

Conclusion

All three CVSP alternatives are feasible from a biological perspective.  Alternative 1, while
seemly avoiding impacts to wetlands and riparian areas, will have indirect impacts associated
with changes in land-use.  In addition, the long term sustainability of these resources in their
current state and alignment following development of the CVSP area is questionable.  

Alternative 2 could greatly reduce the value of existing riparian habitat along Fisher Creek and
Coyote Creek both as a result of alteration of hydrology as well as construction of lakes and
ponds within or adjacent to Fisher Creek.  However, Alternative 2 preserves more wetlands and
riparian area than does Alternative 3 and has the potential to create or enhance more wetland and
riparian area than any other alternative.   It also provides a buffer between the western foothills
and the development of the CVSP. 

Alternative 3 impacts riparian areas through the filling of the current alignment of Fisher Creek
and the floodway construction within existing farmed wetlands.  However, most of the impacts
for Alternative 3 are a result of the realignment of Fisher Creek.  This realignment could improve
the habitat value of Fisher Creek and Coyote Creek over the long term, but reducing impacts to
existing wetlands should be considered in the specific design of the new channel so as to reduce
the amount of mitigation required.      
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To:  Salifu Yakuba, City of San Jose 
 
From:  Mike Waller 
 
Subject: Executive Summary - Transportation Analysis for the CVSP Core Composite Plan 
 
Date:  August 9, 2004 
 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) provided the current version of their 2030 Travel Demand 
Model for use in evaluating the urban design concepts. The model represents the entire nine-county Bay Area and five 
surrounding counties and provides the best ever representation of projected travel demand within the Bay Area and 
Santa Clara County. The model represents all major modes of transportation (auto, bus and rail transit, and non-
motorized travel). 
 
The two key distribution questions are how many trips will be “internalized” and the directional distribution of CVSP 
trips north and south of the valley. These questions are regionally important because the answers are a direct indication 
of where traffic impacts attributable to the CVSP development plan are likely to eventually occur. The model projects 
that during the AM peak hour: 
 

• 28% of the CVSP trips are projected to occur within the valley (internalized) 
• ~18% are projected to originate from Morgan Hill and Gilroy 
• ~3% are projected to originate from communities located south of Gilroy 

 
Therefore, about 21 percent of the morning inbound trips are projected to come from south of Coyote Valley.  
 
The model also projects that of the AM Peak Hour Trips to Coyote Valley from the North: 
 

• ~18% are coming from inside the area bounded by Highways 17, 85 and 101 (South San Jose) 
• ~49% from the remainder of Santa Clara County 
 

These results indicate that about 67 percent of the AM peak hour traffic to Coyote Valley will be traveling southbound 
in the reverse commute direction. This result is consistent with one of the major Coyote Valley planning objectives, 
which is to try and avoid adding traffic to the peak direction commute. 
 
The travel demand modeling results indicate that overall, the amount of gateway roadway capacity may be adequate 
to serve the AM peak hour demand. However, it is important to note that the travel demand modeling results do 
indicate a demand for additional roadway capacity at many of the gateways. The gateway capacity issues will need to 
be addressed in subsequent traffic analysis work in order to determine whether these facilities will operate in a manner 
that complies with San Jose’s level of service policies. 
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The current Coyote Valley urban design plan includes employment and housing development plans that greatly exceed 
the previous 2025 projections. Consequently, and not surprisingly, the CVSP freeway analysis indicates a significantly 
overloaded Route 101 freeway north and south of Coyote Valley during the AM peak hour. Only the southbound 
segment of the freeway south of Coyote Valley is projected to operate with an acceptable volume-to-capacity ratio. 
All other freeway segments are projected to be operating at or over the available freeway capacity. The projected 
capacity deficiency is most severe for the freeway segments north of Coyote Valley. On these segments the freeway 
demand exceeds the available capacity by 20 percent or more. Additional transportation planning work will be 
necessary to address the freeway capacity deficiency issues. 
 
The results indicate the planned CVSP circulation system within the valley will work as intended, and no significant 
increases in planned internal roadway capacity will be required. The traffic projections also indicate that it may be 
prudent to plan for additional capacity for the roadways that provide freeway connections. Additional capacity will also 
be needed on several of the roadways serving the relatively high concentration of employment along and north of 
Bailey Avenue. 
 
Only limited conclusions concerning transit planning issues can be supported by the preliminary travel demand 
modeling. However, it is clear that there is a strong demand for the Caltrain service. The modeling indicates parking 
demand for about 750 parking spaces at the Coyote Valley Station. A parking lot of that size would be the largest on 
the Caltrain system. Further work should be done to investigate alternative operating strategies or extension alignments 
to attempt to maximize the potential ridership before concluding whether the line should be extended. The travel 
demand model’s forecast that about 28 percent of the trips associated with the planned development would be 
“internalized” suggests that there will be a viable market for some kind of internal transit system. Further work should 
be done to investigate alternative service strategies, transit modes and alignments. Fixed guideway systems are 
inherently expensive, and it will be important to devise an internal transit service plan that phases in service in a cost 
effective manner.  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To:  Salifu Yakuba, City of San Jose 
 
From:  Mike Waller 
 
Subject: Transportation Analysis for the CVSP Core Composite Plan 
 
Date:  August 6, 2004 
 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to present the results from the preliminary travel demand modeling of the CVSP 
Urban Design Plan. The following sections briefly describe: 
 

• Study Methodology 
• Trip Distribution 
• Gateway Demand 
• Freeway Demand 
• Internal Roadway Planning Issues 
• Transit Planning Issues 

Methodology 
The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) provided the current version of their 2030 Travel Demand 
Model for use on this project. This model represents the entire nine-county Bay Area and five surrounding counties 
and provides the best ever representation of projected travel demand within the Bay Area and Santa Clara County. 
The model represents all major modes of transportation (auto, bus and rail transit, and non-motorized travel). 
 
Two scenarios were modeled. Scenario 1 represented the 2030 base case where Coyote Valley would be developed in 
accordance with current development approvals (e.g. Coyote Valley Research Park). Scenario 2 replaced the Coyote 
Valley Research Park urban design plan with the CVSP Core Composite Plan. The model was then used to forecast 
AM peak hour travel. These results have been summarized to address the key transportation related questions 
concerning the CVSP urban design plan. 

Trip Distribution 
The currently approved development concept for the Coyote Valley Research Park includes only large-scale campus 
industrial development. The associated travel demand was therefore, heavily peaked inbound in the morning and 
outbound in the evening. One important objective of the CVSP urban design plan is to balance the travel demand by 
providing significant housing and commercial development within the valley. The intent is to encourage the maximum 
amount of “internalization” of trip-making within the valley, and balancing the demand for inbound and outbound travel 
during both morning and evening peak periods. Thereby, maximizing the efficiency of the transportation system since it 
would be “loaded” in both directions. 
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Key AM Peak Hour Trip Distribution Findings: 
 

• 28% of the CVSP trips were internal 
 
• 33% of the CVSP trips were outbound 
 
• 39% of the CVSP trips were inbound 

 
Another important trip distribution question revolves around the directional distribution of CVSP trips north and south of 
the valley. This question is regionally important because it is a direct indication of where traffic impacts attributable to 
the CVSP development plan are likely to eventually occur. 
 
Of the AM Peak Hour Trips to Coyote Valley from the South: 
 

• ~18% are coming from Morgan Hill and Gilroy 
 
• ~3% are coming from communities located south of Gilroy 

 
Therefore, about 21 percent of the morning inbound trips are projected to come from south of Coyote Valley. This 
finding is consistent with previous analyses conducted during the preparation of the EIR for the Coyote Valley 
Research Park. These inbound AM peak hour trips are primarily associated with the employment opportunities within 
the valley. 
 
Of the AM Peak Hour Trips to Coyote Valley from the North: 
 

• ~18% are coming from inside the area bounded by Highways 17, 85 and 101 (South San Jose) 
 
• ~49% from the remainder of Santa Clara County 
 
• ~4% from the Peninsula communities 
 
• ~8% from the East Bay communities 

 
These results indicate that about 67 percent of the AM peak hour traffic to Coyote Valley will be traveling southbound 
in the reverse commute direction. This result is consistent with one of the major Coyote Valley planning objectives, 
which is to try and avoid adding traffic to the peak direction commute. 

Gateway Demand 
Eight roadways will eventually serve as “gateways” in and out of Coyote Valley. Three interchanges along Route 101 
will eventually provide the most important connections between the freeway and development within the valley. One 
interchange and its connecting roadway (Bailey Avenue) are currently under construction. These gateways are 
planned to provide 17 lanes worth of inbound capacity and 16 lanes worth of outbound capacity to the valley. The slight 
imbalance in lane capacity is due to Bailey Avenue being planned to provide four inbound lanes and three outbound 
lanes. 
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The travel demand modeling results indicate that overall, the amount of gateway roadway capacity may be adequate 
to serve the AM peak hour demand. However, it is important to note that the travel demand modeling results do 
indicate a demand for additional roadway capacity at many of the gateways. However, it is important to note that the 
travel demand modeling results do indicate a demand for additional roadway capacity at many of the gateways. These 
include: 
 

• Golf Course Drive (from the south), 
• Monterey Road (from the north), 
• Santa Teresa (north and south), and 
• Bailey Avenue (over-the-hill). 

 
The gateway capacity issues will need to be addressed in subsequent traffic analysis work in order to determine 
whether these facilities will operate in a manner that complies with San Jose’s level of service policies. 

Freeway Demand 
The Route 101 freeway was recently widened to provide three mixed flow lanes and one high-occupancy vehicle lane 
through Coyote Valley. One of the fundamental planning assumptions used in planning the Route 101 improvement 
was that Coyote Valley would only contain approximately 21,800 jobs within the planning horizon. This assumption led 
to a design decision that would essentially fill the freeway to near capacity by the design year of 2025. The travel 
demand modeling results for the base scenario (which included the same Coyote Valley development projection) 
confirms the earlier freeway planning study. 
 
The current Coyote Valley urban design plan includes employment and housing development plans that greatly exceed 
the previous 2025 projections. Consequently, and not surprisingly, the CVSP freeway analysis indicates a significantly 
overloaded Route 101 freeway north and south of Coyote Valley during the AM peak hour. Only the southbound 
segment of the freeway south of Coyote Valley is projected to operate with an acceptable volume-to-capacity ratio. 
All other freeway segments are projected to be operating at or over the available freeway capacity. 
 
The projected capacity deficiency is most severe for the freeway segments north of Coyote Valley. On these 
segments the freeway demand exceeds the available capacity by 20 percent or more. The projected traffic volume 
exceeds previous projections by more than 1,100 vehicles per hour during the AM peak period. Additional 
transportation planning work will be necessary to address the freeway capacity deficiency issues. 

Internal Roadway Planning Issues 
The travel demand modeling results were also used to evaluate the proposed internal circulation system within Coyote 
Valley. Key questions relate to the number of lanes needed for various segments of Coyote Valley Parkway and the 
parkway alignment.  
The results indicate the planned circulation system will work as intended, and no significant increases in planned 
roadway capacity will be required. The traffic projections show that much of the parkway will need to constructed as 
a four-lane facility, and the magnitude of traffic volume may lead to a need for more detailed studies to determine the 
optimum method of traffic control at several high-volume intersection locations. 
 
The traffic projections also indicate that it may be prudent to plan for additional capacity for the roadways that provide 
freeway connections. Additional capacity will also be needed on several of the roadways serving the relatively high 
concentration of employment along and north of Bailey Avenue. 
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Further traffic analysis work will be needed to address capacity deficiencies on Bailey Avenue (over-the-hill) and on 
Santa Teresa Boulevard south of Coyote Valley.  

Transit Planning Issues 
Only limited conclusions concerning transit planning issues can be supported by the preliminary travel demand 
modeling. However, it is clear that there is a strong demand for the Caltrain service. The modeling indicates parking 
demand for about 750 parking spaces at the Coyote Valley Station. A parking lot of that size would be the largest on 
the Caltrain system. In comparison, the Morgan Hill, San Martin and Gilroy Caltrain stations together provide a little 
over 1,200 parking spaces and serve roughly the same magnitude of housing. 
 
The LRT extension from the current end-of-the-line station did not achieve a very high ridership projection. This result 
could be attributable to relatively slow LRT operating speeds in comparison to the Caltrain service, or a number of 
other reasons. Further work should be done to investigate alternative operating strategies or extension alignments to 
attempt to maximize the potential ridership before concluding whether the line should be extended. 
 
The travel demand model’s forecast that about 28 percent of the trips associated with the planned development would 
be “internalized” suggests that there will be a viable market for some kind of internal transit system. Further work 
should be done to investigate alternative service strategies, transit modes and alignments. Fixed guideway systems are 
inherently expensive, and it will be important to devise an internal transit service plan that phases in service in a cost 
effective manner. 
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PARK AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES NEEDS 

ASSOCIATED WITH THE 
COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN 

 
The City’s General Plan recognizes that Coyote Valley is relatively isolated from the rest of San José 
and future development will need to be in the form of a balanced community with jobs, housing, 
commercial and community facilities, schools, parks, residential services, and public transit.  The 
planning for such a “new town”, as required by the General Plan, should include the North Coyote 
Valley Campus Industrial Area as a key job center and the Coyote Valley Urban Reserve as the 
primary new residential area.  The specific plan should also preserve the long-standing guidelines 
previously established by the Council; these include creating 50,000 jobs and at least 25,000 homes in 
Coyote Valley and permanently protecting the greenbelt located in South Coyote Valley.   
 
On August 20, 2002, the City Council, in keeping with the planning process set forth in the  
San José 2020 General Plan for the Coyote Valley Urban Reserve initiated the Coyote Valley Specific 
Plan to create of new town of approximately 75,000 people (avg. household size of 3.0 x 25,000 new 
units) and 50,000 new jobs. 
 
Parkland Obligation 
Base on the above assumptions, 262 acres of neighborhood / community serving recreational lands 
should be provided per the City’s General Plan under Goals and Policies – Item 16 Other Services 
states: “For parks and recreation: the goal is to provide 3.5 acres of neighborhood and community 
serving recreation lands per 1,000 population” (75,000 people / 1000 x 3.5 = 262.5 acres).  These are 
developed park acres and exclude steep topography areas, riparian corridor setback areas and 
environmental mitigation areas that preclude development and use of recreational facilities.   

 
If the neighborhood / community serving recreational lands are provided under the Parkland 
Dedication or Park Impact Ordinances (PDO/PIO) only, then the acreage number will be reduced 
to 225 acres permitted under State Law – Government Code Section 66472.   Please see Chapter 
14.25 and 19.38 of the San José Municipal Code for reference.  The two Ordinances can only 
provide up to 3.0 acres per 1000 population (75,000 people / 1000 x 3.0 = 225 acres).  
 
The PDO/PIO permits new recreational school grounds to be counted toward the City goal of 
providing neighborhood / community serving recreational lands if such property has an easement 
solely for the purpose of public park and open space.  The PDO/PIO credits to the housing 
developers are equal to the square footage of the land being restricted under the easement and not 
the associated development costs.  
 

 

Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services
COMMUNITY FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
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If a developer provides a turnkey park by dedicating land and improving such land with 
recreational amenities acceptable to the City, then the required land dedication of 3.0 acres per 
1000 persons is reduced to match the costs to design, construct and inspect such improvements.   
This reduction for constructing park improvements is approximately 1/3 of the land dedication.   
 
If a developer provides private recreational elements on a housing project in accordance with the 
PDO/PIO and the associated City Council Resolution (No.71120), then the developer is eligible 
for partial PDO/PIO credits equal to 50% of the project’s obligation.  Private recreational credits 
are equal to square footage of such amenities that are in accordance with the City’s Resolution 
and not the cost of the recreational improvements. 
 
Community Centers  
The City goal is to provide 500 square feet of community center space per 1000 persons as noted 
in the City’s General Plan under Goals and Policies – Item 16 “Other Services” states: “For parks 
and recreation: the goal is to provide 500 square feet of community center space per 1000 
population.”  The proposed community center will also serve those living in the Greenbelt Area. 
  
As calculated, a 40,000 square foot community center is required for the Coyote Valley Specific 
Plan Area and the Greenbelt Area (80,000 / 1000 x 500 = 40,000).  However, Parks, Recreation 
and Neighborhood Services Department (PRNS) is recommending that a 60,000 square foot 
community center facility be built to serve the Coyote Valley.  PRNS is suggesting that a 
community center complex consist of a gym with two basketball courts and locker rooms, six 
classroom at 1,000 square feet each, a arts and crafts room at 2000 square feet, a dance room at 
1,600 square feet, a multipurpose room to hold at least 300 or 4,500 square feet, a weight room of 
1000 square feet, a tiny tots facility of 2,000 square feet, a teen room/lounge of 2,000 square feet, 
a senior room/lounge with dinning area for the senior lunch program at 3,000 square feet, a 1,000 
square foot kitchen and food storage area, a 2,000 square foot indoor fitness room(s) a community 
theater/black box stage area for 500 seated guests, reception/staff offices for 10, a 200 square foot 
work/mail/copy room, plus space for other governmental services provided by other City 
departments.  A facility of this size would require parking for approximately 250 cars.  Land 
associated with the community center can be counted as part of the goal for providing 
neighborhood/community-serving parklands.  
 
Other Recreational Facilities  
Other facilities that should be provided as part of the development in the Coyote Valley includes: 
 
An aquatic center with recreational/teaching pools and a 50-meter swimming pool – lighted and 
housed with either the proposed Community Center Complex or the proposed High School.  
Provide parking for 150 cars.  Land can be counted as part of the goal for 
neighborhood/community serving parklands.   
 
Lighted athletic complex(s): 3 little league fields, 2 senior league fields, 4 softball fields and 7 
soccer fields based on one field per 5000 population (80,000 / 5000 = 16 fields).  Provide parking 
for 300 cars.  A group picnic area for 200 and two small group picnic areas of 50 people each.  
Park maintenance facility of at least two acres to service the Valley.  Land can be counted as part 
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of the goal for providing neighborhood/community-serving parklands.  These fields are additional  
to school athletic fields.  
 
A community festival area of at least 20 acres of open turf land along with parking for 500 cars.    
 
At least 6 acres of community garden space – can be located in the greenbelt.  Provide parking for 
60 cars (Based on 1 acre per 14,000 population as stated in Leisure and Life 2000 (80,000 / 
14,000 = 5.7 acres plus parking).  Land can be counted as part of the goal for providing 
neighborhood/community-serving parklands. 
 
At least four neighborhood parks of 8 to10 acres each consisting of children’s play areas – both 
tot and youth, a skate area, two half courts basketball courts, two tennis courts, shaded picnic 
areas, one small group picnic area for 60 users, and a minimum 300 feet x 400 feet open turf area.  
Land can be counted as part of the goal for providing neighborhood/community-serving 
parklands.  Streets on all four sides should surround neighborhood park sites.  
 
A civic plaza or park in the center of the development to act as a major event facility like Plaza de 
Caesar Chavez does in downtown San José.  Land can be counted as part of the goal for providing 
neighborhood/community-serving parklands.  This area should be developed for musical concerts. 
 
Trails  
A trail shall follow Fisher Creek from the Coyote Narrows to either the southern edge of the 
urban reserve area or to Morgan Hill City Limits.  Cross connection trails between Fisher Creek 
Trail and Coyote Creek Trail shall be coordinated with Yves Zsutty, the City’s Trail Coordinator 
and the County Department of Parks and Recreation.  The Juan Bautista de Anza National 
Historic Trail shall also be included, which could be part of the Fisher Creek Trail System and 
then parallel Santa Teresa Boulevard through the saddle west of Tulare Hill.  The Bay Area Ridge 
Trail also needs to cross the Valley to connect the Santa Cruz Mountains with the Diablo Range.  
Neighborhood trails should provide safe access to elementary school sites and or park sites.  
Minimum trail corridor width shall be 24 feet in width for an 8 foot wide paved trail section and 
28 feet for a 12 foot wide paved trail section.  Provide at least a six-foot wide landscape area and 
a two-foot wide shoulder on both sides of a paved trail section.  Install mile markers and  
call-boxes along the trails.   
 
Orientation and Design Guidelines   
Public parks, open space lands and other similar public areas should be located, oriented and 
designed in such a way as to facilitate their security and policing from adjacent roadways.  Many 
of these facilities should be located off the proposed outer loop road. 
 
Roads and not backyards of development shall be adjacent to major creeks in the Valley.   This is 
both a City and SCVWD policy.  Provide the required riparian setback area per the City’s 
Riparian Corridor Policy. 
 
High-density developments should include a dog run area(s) for its residents.   
The proposed lake should have some recreational value beyond scenic ones.  
Urban plazas are encouraged in the downtown type areas along with public art. 

















CHAPTER V: Developing Draft Land 
Use Concepts 



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

CONNECTIONS/LINKAGES

PUBLIC PLACES/BUILDINGS

THE LAND’S 
FOOTPRINTIn the beginning there is a blank 

canvas with environmental 
features to design around…

Smart planning will connect these 
features with roads, parkways and 
trails… 

OPEN SPACE/RECREATION
Next, add recreation and 

landscape planning into the 
mix…

Finally, reserve sites for institutions
that will become landmarks, such 
as churches and government 
buildings.

PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNITY BUILDING



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

PRINCIPLES
Environmental Footprint

• Preserve and enhance the            
open space of Coyote Valley

• Protect the natural environment 
and culturally significant resources

• Protect ground water quality, conserve water 
and provide watershed stewardship

• Provide flood protection and open space recreation 
in a multi-functional approach

• Sustainability, conservation and restoration for community, site and 
building design

• History, climate, natural and cultural landscape must be integrated 
into the community

PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNITY BUILDING



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

PRINCIPLES
Connections

• Provide for a variety of              
transportation choices

• Create walkable neighborhoods &  
connections to surrounding open spaces

• Corridors of transit, roadways and   
greenways as definers and connectors 
of neighborhoods

• A network of inter-connected streets    
and public spaces that encourage   
alternative modes of transportation

PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNITY BUILDING



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

Open Space/ 
Landscape & Recreation

PRINCIPLES

• Establish a network of 
open space uses & connections

• Provide for a wide range of recreation    
opportunities:  passive and active

• Conservation areas and open spaces 
define and connect neighborhoods

PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNITY BUILDING



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

Public & Civic Places
PRINCIPLES

• Civic spaces and buildings 
that reinforce community identity

• Place public buildings such as city halls,
libraries and post offices in important places 
with strong civic architecture

• Civic buildings and places like town squares and      
parks make excellent anchors for retail districts and
provide a community with landmarks  

PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNITY BUILDING



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

Neighborhood
PRINCIPLES

• Compact neighborhoods that are 
mixed-use, pedestrian friendly and 
transit-oriented, which have centers 
and edges

• Districts with distinct and diverse neighborhoods 
with linked civic uses

• Provide opportunities for social equity:
housing for all ages, economic levels and                   
ethnic groups  

• Authentic and healthy community

PRINCIPLES OF COMMUNITY BUILDING



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

Internal Trip Capture

Dispersed Transportation Technologies

Structured Shared Parking

STRATEGIES 



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

Urban Walks and Trails

Main streets

Neighborhood Streets

STRATEGIES 



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

Mix of Workplaces

Corporate Building and Branding in Urban Center

The Not So Purpose Built Workplace

An Education &Technology Business Partnership

STRATEGIES 



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

Mixed Use

Civic Focus Urban Form

Enclaves & Labyrinths

Town center

STRATEGIES 



































COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

OPEN SPACE/ 
LANDSCAPE & RECREATION

RECREATION:

• Community Parklands

• Neighborhood Parks 

• School Recreational Lands 

• Festival Grounds 

• Community Gardens 

ADDITIONAL OPEN SPACES:

• Fisher Creek Greenway 

• Canal System

• Parkway Loop

Planning Goals

Coyote Creek
Corridor
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PUBLIC REALM
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COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

COMMUNITY PARKLANDS

Planning Goals

•Serves an area within 
a 1 mile radius

•Large groups

•Active & organized sports

•Group picnic

•Aquatic activities

Central
Commons

Community
Center Lake

Fisher Creek

Coyote Creek
Corridor
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Mountains
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PUBLIC REALM
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COMMUNITY PARKLANDS

Planning Goals

• Serves an area within 
a 1 mile radius

• Large groups

• Active & organized sports

• Group picnic

• Aquatic activitiesActive 
Recreation

Active Recreation

Central
Commons

Community
Center Lake

PUBLIC REALM

Coyote Creek
Corridor
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A
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EN
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E

Diablo Range

H I G H W A Y  1 0 1



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
CONNECTIONS & MOBILITY

Transit can be fun, open air, bike friendly, and accessible to all



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
LAND USE

The beginning and heart of Coyote



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN

Highest densities around community core and transit lines

LAND USE



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
LAND USE

Santa Teresa District



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
LAND USE

Neighborhoods
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LAND USE



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
CONNECTIONS & MOBILITY

Supplementary small buses or vans cover 
all of Coyote Valley with transit service



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
CONNECTIONS & MOBILITY

Work-Live Proximity



COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN
CONNECTIONS & MOBILITY

Fixed guideway transit & structured district parking 
facilitate urban density and pedestrian activity.
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COUNCIL
INITIATION
(Aug. 2002)

Recommendation
and Approval

Development of
CVSP & EIR

Foundational
Infrastructure & Land

Use Concepts

Technical
Analysis

MEETINGS
Task Force
Community
Technical Advisory Committee
Focus Groups
Property Owners

MEETINGS
Task Force
Community
Technical Advisory Committee
Focus Groups
Property Owners
Public Agencies
Plng. Commission Hearing
Final Council Hearing

MEETINGS
Task Force
Community
Technical Advisory Committee
Focus Groups
Property Owners
Public Agencies
EIR Scoping Meetings
Plng. Comm. Study Sessions
Council Review

MEETINGS
Task Force
Community
Technical Advisory Committee
Focus Groups
Property Owners
Plng. Comm. Study Sessions
Council Review

COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN (CVSP)
PROCESS DIAGRAM

July - Dec. 2003
Existing Conditions:
Land Use, Biology,
Geology, Hydrology,
Traffic, Infrastructure,
etc.

Jan - Sept. 2004
Design Concepts:
Market Analysis
Composite Framework
Design Principles
Land Use Concepts
Greenbelt Strategies

Oct. 2004 - Sept. 2005
CVSP Documents:
Specific Plan
Zoning Code
Design Guidelines
Financing Plan
Implementation Plan
Phasing Plan
Greenbelt Strategies
Draft EIR Review/Comment

Oct. - Dec. 2005
EIR Certification
Council Consideration


	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	CHAPTER I : Background Information
	I . a) City Council Vision and Expected Outcomes
	I . b) Three Community Outreach Bulletin
	I . c) CVSP Planning Considerations Summary Report
	I . d) Glossary of Terms

	CHAPTER II : Environmental Footprint Formulation
	II . a) Existing Conditions, Fixed Components
	II . b) Cultural Resources, Fixed Components
	II . c) Biological Resources, Fixed Components
	II . d) Geotechnical, Fixed Components
	II . e) Hazardous Materials Evaluations, Fixed Components
	II . f) Hydrology
	II . g) Existing Connections

	CHAPTER III : Alternative Design Concepts
	III . a) Variation 1 with Transit Spoke 
	III . b) Variation 2 with Transit Loop
	III . c) Variation 3 with Transit Spine

	CHAPTER IV : Evaluations of Alternative Design Concepts and Composite Armature Framework
	IV . a) Filter Diagram
	IV . b) Evaluation Criteria
	IV . c) Composite Armature Framework
	IV . d) Technical Evaluations Summaries
	IV . e)  Technical Reports from Consultants
	IV . e. i) Schaff & Wheeler
	IV . e. ii) Wetlands Research Associates
	IV . e. iii) Hexagon Research Associates
	IV . e. iv) ENGEO (Geology)
	IV . e. v) Economic & Planning Systems

	IV . f) Agency Reports and Memoranda
	IV . f. i) City of San Jose, Public Works (Composite Core Comments)
	IV . f. ii) City of San Jose, Public Works (Geotechnical)
	IV . f. iii) City of San Jose, Environmental Services Department
	IV . f. iv) Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services
	IV . f. v) Valley Transportation Authority
	IV . f. vi) Morgan Hill Unified School District


	CHAPTER V : Developing Draft Land Use Concepts
	V . a) Urban Design Principles and Strategies
	V . b) CVSP Market Analyses - Summary of findings
	V .b. i) Workplace Development
	V .b. ii) Retail Development
	V .b. iii) Residential Development

	V. c) Colored rendering of Draft Land Use Concepts
	V. c. i) Public Realm Concepts
	V. c. ii) Connections and Mobility
	V. c. iii) Land Use Concepts


	CHAPTER VI : Next Steps
	VI. Process Diagram


